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INTRODUCTION 



In March 1982, the. California Legislature called on the California 
Postsecdndary Education Commission to study "the impact of student 
charges on access to^^ublic ppstsecondary education" and to recom- 
mend State policy to the Governor and Legislature by May I on at . 
least four topics: ^ ^ ,\ 

1, The appropiriatei relationship between individual and 
t, public levels "^t^f financial support for postsecondary 

education, . . . ' ^ . *^ , . 

* • - 

2- Which costs of 'institutional operations are appropri- 
' ately.* borne by students, and what pi^oportion of the 
expenditures for^ these operations should be. financed 
, . hy student charges, ^ , 

3, The impact of student charges upon each puhlic post- 
secondary segniei\t*s ability to [realize its role and 
mission in the California Master Plan for Higher 
Education. V " 

* * 

4, The appropriate distribution of student financial aid 
among all needy California postsecondary student's. 

The text of this charge. Assembly "^Soncu'rrent Resolution 81, appears 
on the back cover of this report, 

The\Legisl5ture also called on the" Commission to conduct this study 
with the advice and participation of an advisory committee broadly 
representative of students, 'faculty,' and administrators from public 
postsecondary education and of the Legislative Analyst, Department 
. of Finance, and the Student Aid Commission, The members of this 
committee ar6 listed in^-Appendix A, and the Commission acknowledges 
their contributions .to the study and this' report. Without excep- 
tion, their commitment to helping the Commission and the Legislature 
resolve the growing problems, of student charges, student:' financial 
aid, and access /to postsecondary education was. evident in theix^ 
timely responses, to requests for information,- their insights at all 
stages of the study, their active attendance at committee meetings, 
and /their candid, thoughtful, affd^qustructive discussion of materi- 
als prepared by Commission staff. All of their; efforts contributed 
significantj-y to the Commission's recommendations and to^the comple- 
tion of this report by May 1, Tj^e Advisory Committee wa.3 not asked 
to approve or endorse these recommendations ""or * the report, and 
^responsibility ^pr them i^ttat of the Commission alone. 




To respond to the Legislature's request for policy recrommendations, 
,the Commission has made two sets ,of assumptions about the P9licy 
and fiscal contexts of student charges , student financial arid, and 
access. In terms of policy, we assume (1) that the goals and 
principles of the 1960 Master Plan wij.1 continue to be the framework 
within which the State provides postsecondary education in Califor- 
nia; and (2) that current admission and programmatic functions of 
the three public segments will continue. Under current practices, 
the Legislature reviews Trustee actions on student charges in the 
California State University in the context of the^ annual budget 
process. ^ The Regents control- charges in the University of Califor- 
nia. In the California Community Colleges, districts have discre- 
tion to pharge fees for speci*fic purposes and within limits author- 
ized by the Legislature/ » 

In terms of fiscal context, we assume (1) that the most realistic 
premise is more pessimistic than optimisti-c — that it is unlikely 
that the State's financial situation will soon return Co levels 
that; will allow the kind of growth for postsecondary education that 
characterized the 1960s and early 1970s^ anfd (2) «iat the 1981-82 
levels and distribution of federal financial aid will)not be dras- 
tic^llv^Itered in the near future. If federal administration 
propo^ai^"* for drastic changes in aid are endorsed by Congress, we 
will work with the segments, students, ' and the Student Aid Commis- 
sion to advise the Governor and' the Legislature on how those cuts 
.may be accommodated within the State's own fiscal limits and policy 
objectives. , * ^ 

jThe Commission urges legislative -and segmental adoption of the 
policies recommended in this report during this legislative session* 
We I'ecognize that not all* recodmiendati/dns can be fully implemented 
in 1982-83." Some explicitly require further study, and others may 
require phased, modification of existing practices^ and procedures. 
Most critically, con5)lete implementation may be prevented by' th,e 
great magnitude of projected State revenue shortfalls. We would 
urge the State and segments to act in a manner t^at will not further 
^exacerbate the^'adverse effects of recent ad hoc" budgetary decisions. 
Immediate adoption of policies-^-even if implementation must be 
delayed — can go far in avoiding/ unintended negative consequences' 
of the adverse trends of 1981-82 and 1982-83 i 

The^ Commission's response to the Legis-lature's request consists ojf 
this report and seven 4iscussion papers lis,ted in Appendix B tha i 
were prepared by Commission , staff . Part One of the report, sum- 
marizes the State's goals for postsecondary education, reviews past 

-policies ior achieving these go^als," and outlines the' options foA 
achievlng^^ these goaX^s' in a time of^ financial constraint.. Part Tw6\ 
presents ,the principles that have., led the Commission to its *r^com- ^ 

'mendations and offers six recommendations for maintaining acicess. 
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high quality, and equitable student charges through explicitly 
\ defined State policies for shared individual and public "support of 
post^secondary* education. Part Three offers four recommendations in 
response to the Legislature's specific concerns about the distri- 
bution of student financial aiti to- students with demonstrated 
financial need, the use of revenues from student charges, and the 
impact of student charges on the Master PL^n roles and missions of 
the segments. Part Four is 'a brief conclusion to point out the 
strengths and the limitations of the ,recoDQi35endations . 
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PART ONE 

'PRQUb HISTORY; CLOUDED PROSPECTS ^ 



California entered the 1980s with a" range of postsecondafy education 
opportunities matched by few other states or even nations.' The 
scope and effectiveness of this system. are the heritage of the 
State's ' lonA commitment to widely, accepted, although sometimes 
implicit, goils of access and excellence, stemming originally from 
th[e State Constitution's charge of 1849 that*"the Legislature shall 
encourage, by all suitable means the promotion of intellectual , f 
scientific, moral,' and agricultural improvement." Ever since, 
access and excellence h^ve ^een the twin goals of State policy, s 
The^e two goals, plus a third goal of responsibility for achieving 
them, were phrased by the Commission in this way (1981, p. A): 

* *Access : Sufficient institutions, faculty, and programs 
to allow every, qualified California resident to partici- 
pate in the type of undergraduate education beyond high 
school for which he or^, she i^ qualified)i without restric- 
tions because of sex, ethnicity, socioeconomic level, or 
/ ^ cultural background. 

Excellence : > InstitutitDUs and programs that provide ; 
instruction, research, and public $iervice for California 
and its residents that are commensurate with the needs of 
the people of the JState and are at least equal to or 
better than those provided by any other state. 

Responsibility : Fiscal and programmatic management that, 
encourages' Individual, institutional, segmental, and 
State accountability and initiative in order to facllj 
t^te accesjpand promote excellence. 

These goals ^nd the tripartite and co6i?din^ted system ogE^ higher 
education "that California ias evolved to support them have served 
the State well. Despite, some shortcomings', the system is a model 
for meeting the ■-^eds of .a'l arge and diverse population with a 
broad range of effective instruction and programs. The specific 
ways by which- the State has fostered access and excellence are 
varied and, wide-ranging* Four -strategies for access were made * 
explicit iiSfthei96p Master Plan for Higher Education: (1) a- large 
number of campuses geographically accessible to commuting students; 
(2) open admission to the Community Xo lieges and clear opportunity 
to transfer to four-year institutions; (3) -no 'tuition atid*low or no 
fees; and (4) finaj^cial aid to the most a<:ademically qualified 
students -in need of assistance. * • 

s 



Since the 1960s, thp State's commitment to- access has expanded to 
include (1) outreach to 'pr.e-college students, particularly among 
low-income and minority groups underrepresented in ^college; (2) 
counseling 'and other support services fo;: these students once they^ 
enroll; (3)' small subsistence grants, for economically disadvantaged 
students; (4) skills programs to improve students' .4>reparation for 
college work; and (5) support services to students with disabi«li- 
ties. * The result is a wide array .of programs for achieving educa- 
.tional opportunity k Eaph element^ of which low fees is only one, 
makes. a unique contribution to the whole, but none stand$ alone in^ 
providing access nor exists as an end in itself. ' ' / < 

Strategl.'es. for assuring quality have long been equally important 
legislative concerns. High quality in education may be difficult- 
to defiae with precision, but it is seldom found among crowded 
classrooms, 'overworked faculty, inadequate library holdings, and 
outdated facilities--the inevitable restilt of Cumulative reductions 
in support for instruction. The Legislature can do^ little directly 
to assure effective classroom instruction and rigorous aqd imagina- 

• tive research, but it can help assure conditions under which facul- 
ty, administr|itors, and students can achieve quality by such means 

•as (1) fully' funding the costs' of instructional programs; (2)' 
maintaining reasonable student-faculty ratios; (3) pro\®.ding stable 

/and predictable constant^dollar fuijding for enrollments for« each of 
the segment;s: and (4) maintaining faculty salaries at competitive 
levels. - . V. * > 

TRADEOFFS UNDER FISCAL STRINGENCY 

California has been generally successful in maintaining its balanced 
commitment to access and quality, but it is on the v^rge of abandon- 
ing that commitment as State ^^evenues decline. The central finan- 
cial problem for the State, the segments, and t*he Commission is how 
to toaintaia access and quality when major savings are required and 
as competing, legitimate demands on State revenues are asserted. 
Past .tradeoffs have maintained high levels of acces^s and quality. 
Cumulative budget reductions have been almost completely absorbed 
•by reducing administrative ^upport, delaying mainteaancA, and 
taking other actions that would both leave instructional programs 
intact and allots admission of all qualified students. Some further 
economies in administration may be ^possible*. But the Commisy.on is 
convinced that such savings will not be ^of sufficient magnitude to 
avoid encroachment- on access or quality or both, if,, as seems clear. 
State revenues will not "be available" to continue histdric> levels of 
college and university expenditures. 
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All available options require some departure from practices of the 
past two decades: 

• Closing some campyses and. reducing State support fdr off -campus ' 
centers, programs,- and courses— thereby limiting geographic 
access.^ <^ . 

• Restricting, the number of students admitted .to » the University of 
California and the California State University by limiting State 
expenditures for^ their instrtlational programs-»-thereby denying 
access to some qualified students. 

• Continuing to charge Community' College students none of the 
costs related to their education while not increasing State 
subsidy — thereby excluding admitted students from oversubscribed' 
programs and courses' and protecting the-^pp^ranc^ of access at 
the expense of educational opportunity. 

• R'aising strident charges without adjusting financial aid — thereby 
hindering access of the students with limited financial re- 
sources'. . * 

' 1 ' ' ' I • 

• Ccnftinuing to admit all qua-lified students without increasing 
funds *f 03? instructional programs — thereby jeopardizing institu- 
tipnal quality and effectiveness! < • • ^ 

• Admitting* students into overcrowded programs and courses, making 
it difficult for them to progress on a normal schedule — thereUy 
increasing overall costs for them-and the State, * potentially 
restricting access, and, over time, threatening quality.* 

• Increasing student i charges and increasi^ng financial aid*^for 
students with demonstrated need — thereby raising administrative 
and psychologican)arriers to access among the most impoverished. 

^ *' 

Clearly, tradeoffs between access and quality — achieving one at the 
expense of the other— would be self-defeating. As the Commission 
stated in its cgost recent five-year plan', "the public interest is 
clear: , access is .Valuable to students and society only* if it is. 
access to ' high-quality education. Access to anything less dimin- 
ishes both the*; institution and the student" (1981,. p. §). The 
Commission shares the hope that State revenues .will impr^ove. Yet • 
if, as now seems apparent, limited 3tate i^sources cannot serve the' 
public interest fully, a new patternj*-af' State policy and support 
must be founcj that ' recognizes the colateral priorities of access 
and excellence. 



THE TREND OF -STATE PRACTICE^ FOR -STUDENT CHARGES- . ' ^ 

for the purposes of this report, student charges are defiaed as all 
of the ma'hdatory. fees assessed to all students as a condition of 
enrollment, including' mandatory student activity or student body • 
fees. Jn addition, at the University of California, these charges 
include, but are not limited to, the Registration Fee and Education- 
al Eee, currently $510 and. $300", respectively. At the State Univer- 
sity, they include such fees as the ^Student Services Fee, currently 
$205- Fees which are charged only to users of particular .services 
are ^ not included in this definition of student charges. *In the 
Community Colleges, no fees are presently imposed on students which 
meef^his definition of stlident charges . Howeyer, Community College 
districts are authorized to levy a* variety 'of special user fees 
.such as those for parking or health services. Any addjLtioiial fees, 
such as the midyear surcharges levied by th^ University and State 
University in. 1981-^82, or any permanent fee increases, if tn&y^ere 
levied on all students as a Condition of enrollment, woiUd be 
included i^ this definition of student- charges" and would be^ subject 
to the provisions of the recommendations in this -report. 

The trend of student "charges ^daring the ^ast two decades, and par^ 
ticularly during the 'past two years, clearly indicates- why the 
existing pattern can no longer serve either State or studeati^ inter- 
ests. . . ' 



The Master Plan and the^ 1960s *and. »70s 

The widely accepted ^principle that California residents should not 
pay tuition — that is, charges to support instruction — was estab- 
lished in the Organic Statutes that* created tbe University of , . 
California' in 1867-68.: In 1960; the Master Plan Survey Team reaf- 
firmed this principle^ 'but stated that "students Should assume 
greater-responsibility .for financing tlieir education paying fees 
sufficient £o cover operating costs not directly related to instruc- 
tion" (1960, p., 173). The team identified two such kinds of fees: 

# Costs for the operation of "ancillary" services such as housing, 
food, and parking, which shpuld be 'entirely self-supported by 
their users; and . * ^ * s 

' ' ' ' «^ » 

^# Costs • for* services "associated with the^ educational program" 
* such as health service, intercoll'egiate athletics,, and student 
activities, which should be underwritten by all students* ' , 

.During 'the 1960s, "ancillary" services were clearly self-supporting 
among all th»ee public segments of 'higher education, and the two 
four-year segments levied, mandatory charges for, "associated" . setr 
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vices, using small portions] to support certain costs directly 
related to instruction. The Community , Colleges ^continued their 
prior practice of generally imposing* no charges for any biit strict- 
ly ancillary services-^ ♦ ; -^*^t ' - ^ ' 

In 1970-71, Governpr- Reagan proposed tuition for both four-year 
segments, a^ proposal that did not meet with legislative approval. 
The result was a split between State University practice and that • 
in- the University of California. In the State University, proposals 
for tuitioDf or similar charges were rejected*' by the Legislature. 
In the University, the Regents did not support the. Governor's 
proposal for ^ tuition--student charge support, of instruction— but 
they did impose an **Educa,tional Fee" of $150 in 1970-71 to support 
capital outlay. The Educational Fee was doubled to $300 in 1971-72 
and used to support some instructional c6sts as weiiJu In 1976, the 
Regents voted to use Educational Fee reylnues thereafter solely fdr 
^student financial aid afld related services. . 

During the 1970s, both- four-year segments adjusted charges for 
services associated with tHe educational program to reflect infla- 
tionary and other increases in the cost of these services. The 
Community Colleges, howfever, continued to be limit-ed to permissive 
charges authorized by statutes-most of them in the nature of "user - 
fees" for specific ancillary services — and imposed at the discretion 
of local Community CoJ.lege district boa/ds. .These local boards 
also set charges for community services and other noncredit courses 
not receiving State support, 

.Proposition 13 and the 1980s 

In the aftermath of 'Proposition 13, existing practices with regard 
to student charges were subject to increasing strain. In i978-79, 
.the revenues from student charges were first used to prevent program 
cuts. Although the State University had to absorb its $14 million 
reduction by pruning programs, the University used surplus Edu- 
cational Fee revenues to offset approximately one- third of its $15 
million ^reduction. Most Community- College districts curtailed 
enrollments and transferred many previously State-funded course^to 
student suj^port. ^ ^ ' , - 

$y 1981, the^ State had exhausted its. surplus and was forced to 
limit General Fund expenditures. In the 1981-82 Budget Act, these 
limits were reflected in the budgets of the three public segments, 
which included reductions' that were offset by increased charges in 
the University and State University. . . 

Subsequently, because of falling State revenues, the University ana 
State . University budgets were further reduced by guternatorial 
action in October 1981. The University modified its policy on use 
of Educatiopal Fee revenues to allow their use for support' of 



central student services that had lost State General Fund support. 
The State University also offSet reductions by increased charges. 

These. actions Were fundamentally iinportaat in two ways: 

• For the first time, the State imposed reductions with. the expec- 
' tation that student chargejs in the University' antf State Univer- 
sity would be increased Co replace State support. 

• And it imposed a large cut in mdyear with \he same expectation 
that iticreiased student changes would again replace State General 
§j^ds— if only on a one-time basis. 

The 1982-83- Governor* 5 Budget again increases student charges as 
well as makes program cuts to offset budge\ reductions in the two 
four-year segments. Although a "^common alternative during fiscal 
retrenchment, the practice of increasing student' charges to offset 
budget reductions distorts the ways in which students afad the 
'segments, expect charges to be adjusted. At least in some instances, 
increasing charges can be^a disincentive for; institutions' to 'seek 
internal economies. 

• * 

As* prior practices h^\^ given way to^ sometimes fragmented, often ad 
hoc, and always short-term budgetary c'onsiderations; . systemic 
defects have risen to the surface: 

• Fop many students and their families, instability and uncer- 
tainty of charges make the though£ful choice of institution and 
a plan to finance attendance difficult. 

'i 

• For segmental and ^institutional administrators, instability and 
Uncertainty of State-.aupp.ort inhibit effective ^se of available 
revenues and make it virtually impossible to plan for projected 
enrollments ^ 

/ 

• For elected officials and for executive and legislative fiscal 
sta^ffs, instability^ and uncertainty of charges practices (1) 
make it difficult to, consider differences in charge levels among 
the 'Segments and how these differences^ affect the flow of stu- 
dents among segments; (2) ^obscure the interdependence of student 
financial aid and sftxdent charges and make it difficult to 
coordinate efforts to offset increases in charges by increases 
in aid; (3) isolate decisions about the level of student charges 
from consideration of the consequences pi these charges on 
participation and access; and (A) imply that the appropriate 
mechanism for adjustment of 'student charges is to be found in 
annual budgetairy negotiations. * 

In a .period of continued State fiscal stringency, long-standing 
practices tor determining^ student. 'charges and for financing public 
pbstseAndary education are^ no longer viable. New practices that 
preserve access and quality need to be shaped by explicit State 
policies rather than solely on the exigencies of the Spat e's bud- 
getary process . ^ • • . ' 
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. • PART TWO • 
SHARING RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE FUTURE 



Past accomplishments alone- cannot assure preservation 6f Califor- 
nia '3 basically , sound postsecondary education system. Deliberate 
recognition and fostering of the State's goals of access and excel- 
lenc.e is required. These goals have been the foundation ofc State 
policy in the past; they must be so in the future.. Day-to-day 
efforts at 'reaching these goals must be shaped by more specific 
principles or guidelines. The Commission finds six sucji guidelines 
useful in responding to pre^sent legislative concerns: 

• ♦ 

1. The State's and the students' shares in the cost pf pfovid^ing 
postsecondary education should be explicitly identified. 

2. -The ^ate should bear the primary responsibility for the cost 
of providing postsecondary education, and student charges 
should remain as lovj as possible. 

* \ • 

3. The State should assure that financial assistance is available 
for eligible sttidents with demonstrated financial need. When 
student charges in^ public pos:<|eecondary educatioa are raided, 
sufficient? student financial aid must be provided to permit 
attendance of students who canhot afford the increase. 

4. Student charge and financial aid policies should permit students 
to choose public educational institutions most appropriate to 
their abilities and goals. Price should not' become the deci- 
sive 'factor in students' choices among 'public colleges and 
universities.^ The State should continue to support stlident 
financial aid policies which provide access to and reasonable 

p choice among many types of postsecondary institutions, including 
public and independent, for qualified students with demonstrated 
need. 

5. State policy should provide an equitable ahd consistent proce- 
dure for establishing and adjusting studenf charges. Such 
policy should take into account the rel"^tionship among levels 
of charges in the three public segments and the influence, of 
those levels on student enrollment patterns. It should also 
assur^e that, increases are' gradual and moderate, and predictable 
within reasonable ranges, in order to ^void disruptii^g ongoing 
institutional. programs and student expectations. f 



6 The State should adopt policies providing for greater consis-^ 
tency in^the publ'ic subsidy for Community Callege course offer- 
' ings and restrict priority for State subsi«dy to those courses 
that offer clear public benefits in addition to individaal 
benefits-. No general . change should be implemented .for tbe . 
Community Colleges until the ejects of these p-olicies are 
known. " 
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From these six guidelines, the Commission recommends State policies 
that will continue 'the State's commitment to access and .excellence 
despite fiscal stringency , by, (1) recognizing that the most equitable 
student .charges policies are not necessarily no charges or J,ow 
charges when student financial aid is available (Recommendatit^ns 1 
and 2) and (2) explicitly relating a student's share of the 
education to'the State's larger share (Recommendations, 3, 4, afid 5J. 



'J 
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ACCESS, HIGH QUALITY, 
AND EQUITABLE STUDENT CHARGES 
REQUIRE NEW STATE FUNDING POLICIES 
. THAT RECOGNIZE STATE FISCAL STRINGENCY 



State revenue shortfalls are likely to occur in the future, and 
thiJy possibility must be recognized in determining student charges 
and in budgeting financial aid.. When State 'resources were consis- 
tently plentiful, the segments could foster access and excellence 
and realize their Master l^lan roles because (1) student charges 
were kept relatively low; (2)^ State and^ federal student' financial 
aid was available beyond any corftempTated in the Master Plan; and 
(3) differential levels of, charges among the public segments took 
their distinct- missions into account. 

The success of^ these prior practi.ces and 6f generous State funding 
cannot be ignored. Even though new practices are ^rjsquired, it is 
this success that leads the Commission to its first recommendation: 

ftECOMMENOATION 1- To' thfe extent that resources are > 
available , and withip tFiF "po1icies and procedures recom - 
mended ip tHTs report , Tffe state an3^he segments should 
attempt , to^^ achieve the^ nTeviTs oT ^tuJent chai^ges jji ' 
constant dollars andTHe ~re1 at i onshi ps of chaffi»s among 
the segments as these'TiVels and differ'ences existed 1n 
' 1980-81 . ' ^ \ ^ ^ - 

' These past practices contributed to the State's jirogress in achiev- 
ing access and would warraat continuation if the State's fiscal 
problems did nbt pose dileflimas that make continuation an unrealistic 
option. Dilemmas ^out, levels of charges, for instance, can -no 
lofiger be resolved solfely on the basis of each segment's perception 
of its particular? commitment to "educational opportunity. Instead, 
they often involve tradeoffs, fot dkample, between educating some 
students at little or no cosi to themselves while shutting other 
students /out completely. In these circumstances, modest increases 

.^in chargiBS accompanied by student financial assistance *are prefer- 
able because fKey do the least damage to access and quality. 

RECOMMENDATION 2. - If ithe choice facing the State is one 
.,of ^ curtailing enrollmelTti , inhibiting the ability oT THe 
State to provide ttie conditions under wFich quaiily can 
be fostered , or raising ^ student ^ TFarges , then charges 
should be raised and the ^' State shouJd ^ pfovide sufficient 
financiiT ,aid to offset the i ncrease^ i n charges for . 
students (wftFdemonstrated'lTnancial ne6d. 
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If student charges — all of Jthe mandatory fees assessed, as a condi- 
tion of enrollment —must be increased, the sudden increases imposed 
in 1981-82 and proposed, for 1582-83 should be avoided. During most 
of the past decade, the State gradually increased 4.ts subsidy while 
the stu^nt share stayed relatively constant. In the past year, 
this trend was dramatically reversed, with sharply increased'* charges 
accompanied' by a real reduction in Slate support. Sudden changes 
may .ultimately do greater damage to access than higher levels of 
charges. Moreover, this instability tends ^to penalize both those 
who -have planned most carefully for meeting colle^ costs and those 
whose personal- financial resources are most limited. 

If the 'policies recommended in this report ari adopted changes in 
the-^level of studept charges Jwould be- moderate and predictable. - 
But i£ new or other policies -are adopted, they should be ^hasecf in 
over a period of years if they would result in (1) establishing new 
charges, (2), substantially increasing the levels of_ existing 
charges, (3) widening of the differences in charges among the 
segments, or (4) imposing charges without provision of offsetting- 
student financial aid. - ^ * ^ 

Few, if , any, appropriations for^ublii: services p^n be exempt from 
cutbacks' in times of financial crisis. But it yould compound' 
student difficulties if their financial aid were ^educed to meet, 
such a crisis at the .same time Ithat their charges were beting in- 
creased for the same purpose, c Those students least able to meet 
increased charges would be asked to carry a double burden, aftd we 
urge the Governor and Legislature not to reduce student financial 
^id when charges are increased^* ^ 

The Commission recognizes policies for student charges and financial 
aid cannot control erratic fnxctuations in State revenues or the 
demands on them. Nonetheless, the Comraission believes that, even 
if special circumstances cause unavoidable and temporary departures 
from policy, thes^ recommendations can be used as a base against 
which to measure the impact of such departures, and as the framework 
for a return to a stable student charges structure .| 

' ' ■ / 

The al%ove recommendations present the overall policy context for 

the Commission's Tespornse to ACR 81. The remainder of this report 

provides recommendations for State policies and suggestions for 

implementing those policies in the four areas of specific concern 

to the^ Legislature. * , 
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APPROPRIATE RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN INDIVIDUAL AND PUBLIC ^ 
SUPPORT LEVELS REQUIRE EXPLICIT STATE POLICY 
FOR SETTING AND ADJUSTING STUDENT CHARGES 



Legislative Question : What should be the appropriate relationship 
^between individual and public levels of support for postsecondary 

education? ^ • ' . 

» / 

Commission Response : Historically, the relationship between indi- 
vidual and public support within /each public segraeAt was generally 
reasonable until 1980-81, and hasj supported State goals of access 
and e^ccellence. To assure that the. relationship co.utinues to be 
appropriate; State policy should explicitly relate the levels of 
student charges to leve!^s of State^ support for postsecondary .educa- 
tion. ... • ' r ' 

RECOMMENDATION 3. The , State should establish explicit 
policje^ for setting and adjusting student cTarg'es] ^ich - 
policies "sHould assume a' continuing combination of State 
and stadent financing o7 public postsecondary eflucation 
an3 should establish the basis on which ' adjustment's in 
student charges will, be made ! , • ^ . 

■ r 

This ..recommendation applies equally, to the University, the State 
University, and the Community Colleges as integral plarts of Califor- 
nia's single postsecondary education system. But the historic and 
functional differences between the two four-year segments and the 
Obmmunity Colleges cacinot be ignored in policy implementation. 
Separate and additional recommendations recognize tfie differences. 



Policies' for the University and the State University 

In the University and State University, an explicit State* policy 
woUld' be 4n alternative to Jlurstorical s.egmental practire^ fior 
setting the level of student charges, and would provide *a* consistent 
policy basis for setting and adjusting charges. 

' RECOMMENDATION *4. student charges in the University and 
State University should be -set and jgjusted . accordingTo • , 
a regular process , ine Ti vFT oT charges J n each segment 
should be a percent 2I ttte average of the sum of State 
General Tund appropriations and property tax. revenues for ' 
th'e previous three years for the support of full-time- 
equivalent gtudents }n puTTic postsecondary education. 
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Ccfmmigsion staff should work with segmental staffs on an. 
ongoing basis to make refinefftfents and modifications m 
.the calculation of this base , a% necessary . . 

4.1 Total student charges for full-time undergraduates 
in the University of California shpuld be 40-50 percent 
of the base described in Recommendation 4. 

4.2 Total student chargers for full-time undergraduates ."^ 
in the State University should be 10-20 percent of the 
base described in Recommendation 4. ' - 

4.3 Graduate and postbaccalaureate professional students 
should pay somewhat higher charges than do undergraduate 
students. Charges for graduate and postbaccalaureate 
professional students should be fixed at between IZO and 
130 percent of .undergraduate charges in each segment. 
Student financial '^asSi stance should be provided for stu- * 
dents whose graduate or professional education would be 
jeopardized by these charge levels, 

•4.rTo assure equitable treatment of part-time students 
and to recognize fixed costs associated with their. enroll- 
ment student charges for part-time students should be 
less' than thdse for full-tim^ students, * The actual 
differential in charges should consider thresholds for 

^ financial aid eligibility, mean and median credit loads- 
of financial aid recipients, and actual use of facilities 
and services by students of different credit loads. / ' ^ 

This^ recommendation- meets the Commission's objectives of providing 
a consistent p.olicy basis ^for setting and adjusting charges and 
relating student support of postsecondary education to the State* s^ 
fujiding commitment to postsecondary education.. The base/chosea to 
reflect that funding commitment is total State General Fund appro- . 
pri.ations and property tax revenues used to fund postsecondary 
education annually, a figure which is readily availa'ffie, understand- 
able, and easy to calculate,. Since it includes all the elements in 
postsecondary education for wjiich State support is provided, it 
offers a base which cannot be maliipulated easily to obtain particu- 
lar: student charges levels. Furthermore, by using a cd^wnon base to' 
calculate student charges, the level of * charges in e^'ch segment 
will, be directiy related to tl^ levels in the other segments. By* 
using a three-year average funding support| as the basis f6r 
adjusting charges," ady^nce *nqtice of the ievels^f charges can be 
given. Because unexpected aberrations in State revenues or appro- 
priations should not be* automatically reflected in student charges, 
the recommended policies allow> time fcTr l^egislative accommodation 
of them. Although this proposal would establish the level of 
charges, this recommendation does aot, nor is it intended to, speajj: 
to the issue of tfee yse of those charges, , 



The Commission has recommended that stujiehts in *gach segment pay 
fees which 'are ,set as a percent of State support per student in 
postsecondary education. The /ange of percentages proposed for the 
University and the State University are admittedly arbitrary, but 
based on a belief that, the existing level of feea in each of those 
' segments is not unreasonable/ As a result, the *lower end of the 
, range proposed for each -segment generates a fee level which is 
approximately 'what would be in effect 'for 1982-83 if current propo- 
sals by the segmental governing boards and the Governor are adopted. 
The^upper limit of the range proposed for each segment was an 
amount which appeared to bear a reasonable .relationship to current 
, fee levels, and which if adopted, and with suffici'ent financial aid 
provided, would not result in undue disruption to students in each 
segment, or to the existing gap in fee levels between the University 
and State University. It should be noted that in the case of the 
University of California, the upper end of the range wooild generate 
fee levels th^t could involve studen? support of instruction — 
tuition— for the first time. ' ' ' v 

These policies will assure that the level of student charges in 
-each segqient is related to the State's' funding conraiitment. Imple- 
mentation of them will provide procedures for adjusting student 
charges incrementally rather thaS- sucj^enly and establish a basis ^ 
-for ^measuring differences in charges between segments. 

The Commission examined four other -major optiqns for the basis- of 
setting and, adjusting student charges: ' ^ \ 

1. ' Relating charges in each segment^to*the cost of insJ;ruction in 

that ^segment , as suggested in the first draft of this report--., 
but the - complex cost accounting procedures it would required 
suggest that an appropriations base would be more useful for\ 
setting fee levels. , ' ' . 

2. Setting student charges as a percent of the support level in 
one of the -segments-^but ^thisgwoulxi have the shortcoming of 

* increasing charges in all segments if appropri3tions in the 
, base segment were increased, even if appropriations in the 
other segments did not change. - ' . ' 

3. Basing student charges i in each segment on appropriations in - 

that segment— but even if appropriation! for unique elements in 

each segment' (such as organized research in the University) ' 

were excluded from the base, this option would not assure an. 

intersegmental relationship of student charges levels. 

> 

4. Establisfhing' student charges levels as a pQrtion of the -ayerage 
charges paid by students ia-'tbe public comparison institutiions* 

• of each segment — but this would base California student. charges 



on the fiscal and educational SecjLsipns of other stated rather 
than on the particular Revenue and expenditiire needs of post- 
secondary education»*^in California . ^ 

• Only ^he selected option—appropriations plus property tax revenues 
n:^meets the critical criteria of^^-r^asQjiable stability over time, 
simplicity, economy, recoghitiop^f \ntersegipental differentiation 
on function,* and responsiveness/to/California fiscal and educa- 
tional .concern^. -This option\^gg(^ts that fee levels in ^ the 
Univexsity and State Univefrsity be' set within a range of percentages 
of chis base . ^ Once^ the percentage i$ determined , it should be 
ruaintained, /With minor v-aijiations, over time. ^Under this plan, the 
base for establishing 1982-83 student charges levels as described 

* in Recommendation 4 would ])e- $3,000. This figure is derived , by 
'taking \ the a>5^er*age .annual 'support over the last three years for 
public postsecondary educiat:ion*'-$3,225,192,000r-and dividing by th^ 
average\iumber of students annually over that period — 1,075,064, 

\ ' \ ' ^ ' ' ' 

Using th^ percentages in RecoHunendation^ 4.1 ?nd 4,2, undergraduate 
> student charges at the'' Univets^ity and^^ta£e University wQuld range 
from'^approximately ^$1,200 to ^1,50Q and from $300 to $600, respec- 
tively. This cocttpares -to .proposed 1982-$3 fqe levels of $1,194 in 
the^Uaiversity ahd $322 in the State University,^ Jhe actual amount 
"^^of thtese charges> should bje ^determined ^according tSi segmental needs 
J and the amount of financial aid that ^ll^e made av^ilablfe-by the 
'^^ate./L According to preliminary estimates, between $8 million and 
$16* m^iilion in* additfonal financial aid would have to be provided 
by ther State to limit .enrolliwhx lossfes an the University if fee 
levels Iwere s6t within th^ range recomn^epded in this report. In 
the State University, at least $1-6 million rn additional^ financial 
aid would be ixeeded to *of f set potential enrollment losses if 1982-83 
fee levels reached the upper end Of -the range suggested here. More 
precise estimates of student financial aid needs will be provided 
when the Commission's student charges model is modifi-edlin May to 
take into account • the'; latest ^hinges in" federal financial aid 
programs. Appendix C includes the segmental enrollment anH appro- 
priation figures for 1979-80^ 1980-81, and 1981-82' used to calculate 
the base for setting fee le^jels,^ 

Recommendation 4,3 e$ta|)lishes a basis for differential charges in 
the University and State University that would reflect to some 
degree the greater personal benefits and'higher Costs of graduate 
and postbaccalaureate professional programs in those segments. As 
students progress to higher anxl'^more costly levels'" of education, it 
is not Unreasonable to expect them to pay somewhat higher charges 
than do under^r;aduates,- assuming that sufficient student financial 

M aid is provided for' those with .demonstrated financial need. At the 
present time, the University's Educational Fee for graduate students 

' is $60 more^han undergraduates ,^ and there is no differential in 
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the State University. The Conomission finds the praposej^ 'differen- 
tial reasoilable, consistent with j)ractices=in many dther states, 
and unlikely .to have an impa)tt on earollments. 

The Commission recognizes that a further diffetential in, charges 
may be appropriate between graduate students and postbaccalaureate 
professional students. It. proposes to address this issue in coming 
months, a^nd will advise the Legislature of its ^findings before 
January 1983. * ' . * . . " 

Recopaendation -4.4 addresses issues of part-time enrollments. The 
ability to attend college on a part-time basis whil,e working or 
meeting family obligations provides many students with their only 
chance for acce'ss to postsecoadary education. In 197A, the. Legisla- 
ture stated its'inteot "that fee structures,- admissions policies, 
and financial aid policies ^nd programs at institutions of public' 
postsefcon^ry education 'not discriminate against part-time students 
and students choosing to .combine or alternate education with other 
learning experiences such as -work or travel" (Assembly Concu^^tent 
Resolution 161) . , * - 

The University of California currently charges unde'rgraduate stu- 
dents wh^ are enrolled for ten or fewer units the full Registration 
Fee and one-half of the '.Educational Fee paid by full-time under- 
graduates. Graduate students who are approved for enrollment for 
one-half or less of the regular course load also pay the full 
Registration Fee and half af the Educational Fee. Furthermore, the 
University administers special part-time professional degree pro- 
grams for which the system has developed separate' student charges 
policies. " . ' * 

Curr^tly, th6 Calif ojcnia *State University charges ^xaduate and 
undergraduate students attending on a limited (enrolled for six 
units or less) basis approximately''$30 less than ^tudents^^enrolled 
on \ regulaif basis, or between 75 and .85. percent of regular ^fees . 
The Board of Trustees has adopted a policy for 1982-83 which would 
eliminate any differential in tlie level of the Student Services Fee 
between limited and regularly enrolled students , although the 
Legislature has not yet acted on the Trustees* proposal. At the 
same time, the Chancellor's Task Force on a New Student Fee and 
Financial Aid Program has recommended that if a new fee is ''imposed 
in response tto the 1982-83 fiscal cri^s,' the charge be different 
for students taking 5.9 units or less than for those taking B.O 
units or moi:e. \ . . 

To maintain access, State policy should continue segmental practice 
and legislative intent that differentiates "student chaises between 
full-time and part-time students. This recognizes that part-time 
students have limited eligibility for financial aid and that the 



option of* part-time atteqrfance at a lower level of student' charges 
serves as a form of indirect student assistance.' At the same time, 
it acknowledges the fixed and variable costs of admitting students, 
enrolling them, and. providing them with services regardless of 
class load. ' ' ^ 

Policies for the Community CoDSges , ' - , 

,^ The California Community Colleges face the same critical tradeoffs 

\ among maintaining* access, pres^rvrng quality, and imposing student 

charges that challenge the University and State University. The , 
cho^ices facing' the Community Colleges'"may be more difficult- tfian 
those. in the University and State University for these. reasons: 

Free Com&unity College education is' a .long-standing tradition, 
with roots in the public school system and is a syimbol of the 
"open door" *to postsecondary. education. As a consequence^ ^ 
procedures do not exist to implement a mandatory fee policy or 
to provide adequate financial aid to needy students. 

' 4^ Community College students pursue far more diverse academic,^ 
occupational, and avocational .objectives than do University and 
State University students.' 

• Substantial variation exists among districts in the use of State 
funds because of differences in local board decisions in meeting 
communis "educational demands and because of the. complexity and 
, uncertainty in State funding for ^the Community «Qp^eges in , • 
recent years . • . ' ' ^ 

The Commission is concerned that State fiscal stringency may force 
the Governor and." Legislature to impose across-the-board cuts, * 
enrollment limits,* or new student charges without time for careful 
consideration of the educational and , administrative implications of 
these actions* ^ ^ ^ 

RECOMMENDATION 5. The State should establish . explicit 
policies io - assure a combination of State and student 
support or "C6inniumty College programs that , to the extent 
possible, continue existing no-charge practi cejs for students 
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enrolled courseF^nd T)r6gra!ns that have greatest State 
priority . " 

5..1 To assure that only those programs or courses that 
have greatest State priority are subsidized by the State 
and' to assure^ equitable support rates for similar courses 
in different' districts, the Legislature should direct the 
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Board of Governors ^to develop Title 5 .regulations: (^a) 
Identifyirig noncredir^cour§,es eligible for State support; 
(b) applying a, unitorm support rate of $1,100 per ADA for 
all courses in adult basic e.ducat^ion, high-school diploma 
programs, Engljsh as a second language, citizenship, and 
community education; .and (c) determining which a\/ocational,, 
recreational, ariri - personal development courses' should be' 

^offered as coipmunity services, classes bn a self-supported 

* basis^. - • ' - 

- , o 

5.2 To assure that st^udent support of "Communfty Colleges 
falls within the policies outlined in Recommendation 5, the. 
Legislature should direct the Board of Governors <to estab- 
lish a contingency plan for implementing a statewide charge 
policy, fgr the Community Colleges. This plan should 6e 

^ prepsr^d by December 1, 1982, should incorporate procedures 
(1) to implemertt charges that are not permissive among 
. districts*, and' (2). to distribute related financial aid, knd 

\ ^should include recommendatfons on at 'least the following:^ 

V, ^ 

a. The structure of charges, 'including differentials for 
part-time students and establishment and adjustment of 
the level of charges according .to the same base and 
process recommended for the University 'and State Univer- 
sity in Recommendation 4. 

b. Differential charges based on either course character-- 
istics, ^o'n on whether students, are enrolled in ,an 
educational program or taking courses on an intermit- 
jtent base's. 

c7 The structure and funding level of student Tinancjal 
,aid pirograms to offset the adverse impact of/ student 
charges and specifically to assure that at least those 
students who currently receive ajd from .need-tjased 
public^3S5i stance programs such as AFDC, SSt, SSP, o^ 
who raeiBt the qualifications for EOPS are .e)^empted from 
charges either through waivers or financial aid offsets. 

d. /The reTat"ionship betweeft revenues raised by student-^ 
charges anct Community Colleges financing mechanisms. 

5.3 The contingency plan for a statewide fee policy recom- 
mended in 5.2 atfove should be implemented in 1983-84 or 

"T* thereafter only if the State is unable (a) toXreplace 
one-time revenues used ip 1982-83 or thereafter to offset 
budget. reductions for the Community Colleges,V(b) to main- 
tain existjing levels of revenue per ABA in constant dollars, 
or (c) to fund reasonable enrollment growth in courses or 
programs that have State pr-iority. 



Ftee education for .Community College students must* be weighed . 

^against its effect on 'the charges paid. by their counterparts in the 
University and State University. In the two four-year ^segments, . 
student charges' have increased dramat^ically in thfe past two years. 
University and State' University students have been required to make 
up the difference between available State funds and amounts needed 

^to /continue existing high standards of access and excellence. If, 
as the Commission must reluctantly assume, the total share of State 
General Funds for postsecondary education will be relatively stable 
over the next several years, the' absence of charges in the Community 
Colleges will eontinue to mean higher charges for University and 
State University students. In the Community Colleges themselves, 
continuation of existing practices of across-the-board reductions 
and 'enrollment limitations as responses to fiscal crises will have 
a direct and adverse impact on access and can, by dilut^ing instruc- 
tional support, threaten educational effectiveness and excellerice. 
Policies foT'^a statewide charge policy may depart fr|^m long-standing 
t^raditioa, but are necessary in this time of State fiscal coiu 
straint. Blind adherence* to the symbol of free education in me 
•bmraunity Colleges can make -inroads on access to postsecondary 

.education as a whole. 

The wide diversity *of Community College offerings stems from the 
expansion of the college Curriculum beyoad the explicit Master Plan 
missions of academic and 'occupational education into developmental, 
community education, recreational and avocational ,areas'by college 
districts in r.esponse to local demand^. , Current State funding 
procedures provide ambiguous guidance on how courses are to be 
funded to reflect State priorities. The Commission^ believes that a 
more precise formulation of State priorities is essential, and that 
higher priority for State support 'should be given to academic, 
developmental, an'd oceupationsrj programs than to community education 
tourses that are largely avocati^^al or recreational in nature. . 

In the* University and State. University, students share similar 
kinds of educational aspiration^, and the imposition of^ a single, 
mandatory charge in each segment is'^reasonable , In c6ntrast, such^ 
a general mandatory , charge should not be -imposed in the Community 
Colleges without careful examination of its iToapaCt, The Commission 
does not believe that the charges paid by students in* any of the 
segments shoyld, as a general rule, subsidize the education of 
otheri students. Most .particularly/ the implications of abandoning 
the no-fee policy in the' Community folleges simply because recrea-^ 
tional and avocational courses continue to receive the same State 
funding .priority as academic, developmental, and occupational' 
courses vmust be seriously considered* * We are also concerned about 
the possible accumulation of categorical fees in any segment* Thfe 
effect of su$:h fees is to provide special protection for specified 
activities, whigh makes them exempt from the rigorous scr^tirly and 



pressures for greater efficien9y that other State-Siinded elemeats 
of postsec'ondary education are subject to' in times of fiscal strin- 
gency, y , » 

4 

The Community Colleges do not require .formal enrollment procedures 
for all stiidents . comipaji(a^)le to those in the four-year segments 
under which student intentions, basic skills, or prior educational 
experience , for example, might be determined. The Commission 
believes' that the possibility of instituting such enrollment proce- 
dures should be examined and' determined by the Board of Governors. 
Alternative procedures shoul4, be assessed for simplicity, fot 
educational purposes such as. remediation, counseling, and f(^r their 
relationship to the role and mission of the Community Colleges. If 
feasible -a's educational* measures , then such procedures should be 
fxamine^ for their implications ,-^if any, for student charges. 

Information trom the Cc^aunity College Course Classification System 
reveals inequities in the, way similar courses are offered and 
funded' ia different colleges, these variations aris^ f rom *the 
nature^ of local decision making in the Community Colleges, and a 
.^lack of explicit State priorities for funding or for .student sup- 
port. In times of relative ^economic prosp^erity, such variation' and 
latk of priorities might be tolerated. Given the current economic 
conditions and State revenue outlook, however, there is a need to 
establish priorities for the distribution of limited .State resources 
and statewide policies for student support which have as a basis 
tlie Staters educational, objectives ^or the^Community Colleges^ 

The' criteria for noncredit cours^ funding are broadly defined 
categories and subject to considerable variation in interpretation. 
Variations in the treatmeat^pf certain developmental courses create 
additional funding inequities. -Most* Community College districts 
offer adult basic edijcation,' high sciool diploma programs, ESL, and 
citizenship, ^and* community .education courses as noncredit funded at 
the $1,100 per, ADA ^ate mandated in,J^ 1626., In many districts, 
however, similar co.urses are offered for credit even though the 
credit often is not applicable toward a certificate or associate v 
degree program. Districts which offer these courses in the credit 
mode receive the full credit support rate of $1,930 for the ADA in 
such courses instead of the $1,100 per ADA noncredit rate. 

Finally, in many districts, personal development, recreational, and 
avocational courses such as jogging,* sUrfing, jazzerc^ise, meedle- 
point, and ballroom dancing,^ are offered lor credit atthe average 
credit ratp af $1,930 per ADA with ''no user fees. 'In other dis- 
tricts, these same Subjects are offered as noncredit courses, at the 
$1,100 'per ADA noncredit rate with no fees.. In still other' dis- 
' tricts, such Subjects are offered as community service classes and 
charge student fees. Given . limited* resources, .such, funding and 



student charges inequities cannot be ^permitted to continue. Fur- 
the^ore, physical education courses currently comprise^ nearly 9 
percent of the statewide Community College total credit workload 
and fine and, applied arts courses comprise an additional'lO percent. 
In effect, approximately one out of every five credit ADA funded by 
the State in 1981-82 stemmed from enrollment in either physical 
education or fine and applied' arts courses. While these disciplines 
are par-t of any well-balanced liberal arts curriculum, the jmajority 
of "Students enrolled in such courses are enrolled for only one or 
two courses. per texnn and are not taking the courses as part of any 
certificate or degree program. 

The Conanission believes that the heavy concentration of student 
enrollment and resulting State apportionment payments in recreation- 
al and avqcational courses which yield primarily personal benefits 
represents a serious imbalance in the use of limited State resources 
for undergraduate instruction. Moreover, the Commission believes 
that a significant portion of the current course activity in these 
areas could be offered more appropriately a^s community ser:^ces 
classes on a fee-support basis. . * ^ 

The fiscal situation faced by the State in 1982-83 may require that 
apportionments to the Community Cplleges, be adjusted to generate 
savings to the State General Fund. The. Commission. has identified 
several one-time measjires which could be used in 1982-83 to generate 
such savings. Although this approach may seem contrary to the 
criticisms of short-term ad hoc approaches to student cha^rges and 
funding needs that have be^^^made elsewhere in this , report, the 
Commission feels, that such' an approach in^ 1982-83 isi justified in 
tierms of the time^ it will allow the State and the Community Colleges 
to develop student charges procedures and funding priorities for 
subsequent years. Fmthermore, such an approach provides sufficient 
lead time for the implementation ^f new policies and different 
priorities to' reduce disruption to students and districts. 

RECOMMENDATION 6. If the Legislature requires adjustment r 
to. Community College ^apporti onments to generate savings • • 
^ the State General huno in 1982-8J 'and jto ^^oj^^^WJx ^ 
mentation of a perman'ent statewide feeTolicy in JSgZrS? : 

^ 5.1 State appoxtionments, should be reduced by appro)li- 
merely $30 million to reflect expected, savings from 
implementation of Recommendation 5.1. 

5,2 State apportionments should be reduced by approxi- 
mately $50 million as a one-time offset to be taken .from 
. district reserves under regulations to be developed by 
Jthe Board of Governors. - ' , 



6.3 The Legislature should not impose a charge on Commu- 
n4ty College students in 1982-83 unless required budgetary 
savings are greater than those achieved under this recom- 
mendatlon^ An interim charge should be considered only 
as an emergency alternative to impairing access to, or 
the effectiveness of, courses and prograJfts of high State 
priority, and provisiot>s for them should (a) assure that 
,the State provide offsetting financial aid or waivers for 
students receiving need-based public assistance to, be 
distribqted according to criteria established by the 
Board of Governors, (b) be uniform statewide, not permis- 
sive among' districts, and (c) differentiate between 
, full-tinfe and part-time students* 



The course classification, and funding recommendations outlined > 
above would bring the Community Colleges into greater 'compliance' 
with this report's sixth guideline which calls for greater consis- 
tency of, Commuaity College course offerings before fees are imple- 
mented. As a second 'step toward meeting the finan^ciaT needs of the 
Community College system and the State^, the Commissioni recommends 
that the use "of Community College reserve funds should be con- 
sidered. Even during the past few years of partial adjustments for 
inflation, some districts have managed to maintain or even augment 
their reserve* while many other districts have seen their reserves 
dwindle or disappear entirely despite continued budget cutting and 
careful business management. 

Statewide, the level of year-end balances of all fund's has remained 
relatively constant over the past six years at about $A00 million. 
It is difficult to determine^ an equitable *|nechanism for the mandated 
use o£ district reserves. In calling for the one-time use of * 
district reserves for 1982-83- funding, thJ Commission believes that 
the Board of Governors shbuld be directed? to estahlis|i appropriate 
procedures for such use rather than having such {)rocedures enacted 
in statute. 



}■ 



tpa^it three 

response: to three other legislative concerns* 



Legislative concern over access and student cterges during a period 
of constrained State resources is broad and pervasive. Reconimenda- 
tions- 1 throu^* 6 have already addressed what- the Commission per- 
•ceives*^ as a mandate from the Legislature to suggest comprehensive 
State policy for access, excellence, and equitable student charges 
during fiscal ^ringency. At. the same time, Recommendations 3 
through 6 respond to the specific legislative inquiry in Assembly 
Concurrent Resolution 81 about the appropriate relationships between 
individual and public levels of support. 

Assembly Concurrent Resolution St directed the Coramissi^on to address 
three other specific issues as well, and recommendations responding 
to these are contained in this part of -the report. These three 
specific concerns— student financial^, aid, use ^f revenues fromv 
student charges, and segmental Master Plan roles — are no ^less 
central to maintenance of access and quality than is the relatio.jir 
ship of individual a n^ public support. Form, n6t importance," sepa- 
rates discussion pi'a.f inancial aid (Recommendations 7 and 8), .use o't 
revenues (Recomifexiiiation ^9), and Master Plan roles (Recommendation 
10) from, the earlier ones.' 



t 
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APPROPRIATE DISTRIBUTION- 
, OF STUDENT FINANCIAL AID 
REQUIRES STATE FUNDING SUFFICIENT 
TO OFFSET INCREASES IN STUDENT ^HARGES 

Legislative Question : What is the appropriate distribution of 
Student financial aid to all needy California postsecondar^^educa- 
tion students? 

Commission Response : Historically, Sbate-supported ' student finan- 
^ cial aid has been appropriately distributed to students with demon- 
y strated financial need, and has supported State goals of access. 
To assure appropriate distribution in the future*. State policy 
should explii&ltly relate levels and distribution of aid to (1) 
student^^charges in the public segments, (2) tuition and fees in the 
1-nde^eirdent sector, (3) changes in other student co6ts, (4) segmen- 
tal procedures for distribution, and (5) federal student financial 
aid policies and levels, ^ 

State-supported student financial ar^ is a key strategy that the 
State has used to assure access by preventing students' financial 
circufli^tances from limiting their educ^tipnal opportunities. 
Student charge policies and Student financial aid policies are 
there-fore interdependent, -Any fuiidamental shift in policies re- 
lated to one should be accompanied by a correspofrding change in the 
other. 




RECOMMENDATION 7, The State should provide financial 
assistance to q»a1ifTed students whose abiTTty to attend 
postseconBary institutidns iS je^opardized by increases in - 
student charges ^ Such assistance should be providecT " 
through programs that assure equi tabl e treattnent of 
students with similar resources and needs. 



RECOMMENDATION 8/ Students • throughout California should 
be treated similarly by State financial ' assistance £0ji- 
cTes regardless of tfie" institutions which they attend , 
and the StateThoul d use a common and consistent method - 
oTogy to assure equi taFTe treatment . 

8,1 The State should provide sufficient funding to each 
segment for financial aid to offset the amount of in- 
creases in charges between 1981^82 and 1982-83, for stu- 
-dents-w4th- th e fe west^fTnanci:al— rfeources— who— do— not— 
receive Student Aid Commission grants* 
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8.2 The amount of ^financial aid to be provided by the 
State to offset increases in charges for students with 
demonstrated financial need should be based on the Commis- 
sion's student charges model, modified to accommodate 
alternative assumptions about eligibility for additional 
aid other than the current assumptions based on (federal) 
Pel r Grant eligibility. 

8.3 The State should provide sufficient funds to the 
Stifdent Aid Comm^ission to fully fund charges for Univer- 
sity and State University students who are Student Aid 
Comrni-s^ion grant recipients and who would qualify for • 
full /fee grants. 

8.4 The State should continue to assist, qualified stu- 
dents^with demonstrated financial need to atrend private *, 

»colleges*and universities, thereby protectinj^ educational 
diversity and^'the public interest in the nongovernmental 
sector of ^,higher education. Protection will require:, - 
(a) increases in maximum Student Aid Commission grants 
for students who attend ^independent institutions 'so that ^ 
grants remain > at the same constant dollar levels in. 
1985-83 as in 1981-82; (b) adjustments to funding levels ^> 
and number of awards in the Student Aid Commission program' 
to reflect increased student charges in both public, and 
private institutions; and (c) inclusion, to the extent 
feasible, of issues, related to financial aid in the 
independent sector in the integrated budget review pro- 
posed in Recommendation 10 below. 



In order to estimate the amoxxnt of [funding which the State should 
provide to offset the impact of change increases fopr students with > 
the fewest financial resources ^ the State should use a method which 
considers (1) the amount of , any proposed increase in charges, (2)' 
the number of financial aid recipients already enrolled, (3) the 
number of additional students who might become eligible with higher 
charges, (4) thk amount of additional federal financial aid funcjs 
which might partially offset an increase in charges, (5) the ability' 
of the Cal Grant programs to partially offset the higher charges 
for their ifecipients, (6) self-help eifpectations, and (7) whether 
or not' additional aid will offset only inpreased charges, or both 
the increased charges and pending federal financial aid cuts. 

The State's estimate of .additional financial need^ should also 
consider (1) the current ^^cdme distribution of students within 
each segment, (2) the current proportion of fin^ancial aid recip- 
lents wi t hiu each se g me ti ty (3 )"^ he price r espon sivene s s of st udents^ 
with diffe*rent income levels, and (A) the availability of federal 
funds and Cal Grant funds. Additional funds from these sources^, if 
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any, should be^subtracted from such estimates to ensure that there 
is no double counting, 'overawards, or major differences in the-^ay 
estimates of additional aid nee(Js are made. 

It is important that the State adopt. a method for determining need 
and pro;v^iding aid which is consistejjt among the public segments. 

Currently, each segment has its own procedures for estimating 
student financial aid needs. These procedures employ varying 
assumptions and methodologies and are useful* to the segments for 
internal decisions^ The Commission's student charges model was 
dieveloped to aastire this consistency and the Commission will con- 
tinue to work with the segments to refine and improve it. The 
Commission urges its own and segmental staff to develju) a method 
for estimating the diversion of students from one segment to another 
t)ecause of differential charges. ^' ^ 



A'ppropriate use of revenues 
from-btudent charges 
should be reviewed as proposed 
]jy the, legislative analyst 

Legislative Question: Which costs of institutional operations are 
appropriately ^borne by stu<ients, and* what proportion of the expen- 
..ditures for these operations should be financed by student charges? 

Commission Response : The Commission believes that historical 
levels and uses of st^udent charges for institutional operations 
have not had a!r*advefse impact- on State goals*^ of access. Within** 
the time available to respond, however, the Comanissrion has not been 
able to determine the appropriateness of all the many specific uses 
of these charges or the apprbpriatp proportions of costs that 
should be financed by. the students. As noted earlier, students 
have not borne costs of instruction, but they have torne the costs 
oi most ancillary operations (e..g., tpusihg^ parking, foj^d services, 
etc.), and at least part of- some costs "associated" with instruction 
(e.g., counseling, placement, etc*)* University students have also 
borne part of the costs of student financial 'aid in that segment. 
The Legislative Analyst has recommended that the Commission under- 
take a study of the segments* current policy toward student fees 
and the us*e of fee revenue and the Commission Will complete such a 
study by next* December. . *^ 

RECOMMENDATION 9.- Pending the Cominission' s recomnienda - 
tions on the use of revenues from student charges as 
requested -b;^ the Legi s 1 ati vF^nal yst , including analysTs 
of restrictions on the use of charges and ' their use for 
student financiaT aT7 in tRe University , no clianges 
should be made 1n the current uses of these revenues. 



The use of revenues derived from charges is not as important to 
maintaining access as the amount of these ctiarges and the availabil- 
ity of financial assistance. As matters of principle, however, the 
Copttission is gravely concerned about two major issues involving 
the use of these revenues: . ^ ^ 

1. Restrictions on use of revenues from student charges to specific 
student services gives ^ protected status to these a<:tivities. 
•So shielded from the impact ol State budget reductions, these 
protected activities are in a far* different position from 
instructional programs' which must bear the full impact' o'f 
reductions (California Legislature, 1982, pp. 1385-1386). Re- 



moving restrictions, however, could allow use of revenues for 
instructional purposes such as faculty salaries, and would thus 
depart from existing p'blicies that have encouraged full Statue 
support^ of instruction and me'an imposition of "tuition*," the 
symbol of restricted . access for many years. 

At the University^ of California, student charges simj^rt stUjdent 
financial aid programs. Neither the State Uni verity nor the 
Community Collegels use student charges for this purpose/ 
Withii^ the University, the practice' means that students who can 
pay full fees are paying more than the cost^of services^in 
order to pay for the education of other students. Yet these^ 
other students are eligible for aid that the Stat^^has not thus 
far provided and that is i^ot available in the other two publi<: 
segments. 



THE IMPACT OF STUDENT CHARGES 

ON SEGMENTAL MASTER PLAN MISSIONS ' 

SHOULD BE CONSIDERED BY INTEGRATED REVIEW 

OF STUDENT CHARGES AND STUDENT FINANCIAL AID 

IN -STATE BUDGETARY Pl^OCEDURES 

Legislative Question ; What is the impact of sttident charges upon, 
each public post^econdaary; segment's ability to realize its role and 
Mission in the California Master Plan for Higher Education? 

Commission Response ; > Historically, low student charges have re- 
flected each segmeat*s special functions and its students'- educa- 
tional aspirations, and have, therefore, reinforced Master Plan 
role3 and missions as^well'as State goals for access. 

The Commission finds that^ levels of. student Charged have not yet 
ha'd an adverse impact on the roles and missic^s of the segments* as 
set out in 'the JIaster Plan. The 'Commission is concerned, however, 
that the substantial increases in chargefe^ in the libiversity and 
State University' made in 1981-82 and proposed* for 1982-83 may have 

Sn adverse impa^ on rolefe and missions, ,/or these increases may 
0ke price, ratner th^ir^egmental function,. a primary motive in 
student selection of-'^camp^ises. Adverse impacts can be expected if 
State' policy ^oes^ot explicitly relate (1) student charges, (2) 
Master Plan roles and missions, and (3) the implications of piiobable 
financial and enrollment str^pss'. . . ^ 

RECOMMENDATION 10- /^The Goverhor'^ Budget should (1) ^ 
display |n a single consolidated sVmary each year The 
current and l)roposed levels of charged for each segment , . 
(2) explaTH the rationale for any proposed adjustnients , ' 
and (3) show the currgnt "an3 airiti ci pate? "^ fundi ng -for 

^ student flnancTaT aid from JTT major^ sources" The legis - " 
latiye fiscal subcommittees sly uld revTew t^ 4 nTormati on 
in the same form , exaimmng. all threev public ^ segments and 
the' Student Aid .ConwnssTon together <iuring budget hear -. 
Trigs , To- the extegt f easi b1 e , i mpl i catfons for, the 
independent sector jshould be considered . The Leq-islarTve 
Analyst anB the California Postsecondary "EHucati on Com- 
missi on - sHiout^ to the ■ Legislature oFTthe 
levels of charges ^nd finan"cTaT~aTr proposed jm The 

% G€>vernof^ Budget. - 



The distrifatigjcr"of"stiid e ln t enrollments among-three-segments with 
.distinct fimctions cannot be ade;quately considered when charges, a^e 
set in the waning hours of the State budget process -just a few^ 
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weeks before the opening of classes in tlie fall. Time, is not 
available for sufficient consideration of the appropriate relation- 
ship of charges ampng the three public segments, of the peed for 
.student financial aid, or of the effect that charges might have" on 
student choice of segment. The structure of the StSte budget and 
the procedures for its review by .the Legislature also contribute to 
the fragmentation of State policy for student charges and student 
aid. Each segmental and agency budget is prese^tejd and reviewed 
independently, tfierdby limiting opportunities ' to examine critical 
relationships amfong the levels of segmental charges or between 
charges and student aid funding. 



PART FOUR 



OUR CERTAIN GOALS; OUR UNCERTAIN FUTURE 



California's postsecondary education system is basically sound, 
but, as recent^ events have shown, its success makes it extremely 
vulnerable during periods of State fiscal stringency. This report 
addresses what the Commission finds to be the most urgefit of legis- 
lative concerns: How can high standards of -access and educational 
effectiveness be maintained and enhanced' when State resources are 
no longer able to provide historic levels of support? The Commis* 
sion has recommended — not without reluctance — that a combination of 
increased , student charges and increased. State-funded student 
financial aid will best servje the (Overriding public interest in 
maintaining access and quality and establishing a consistent State 
policy in this area. 

The Cfbmmission's reluctance is based in part on the departure from 
its own history of supporting no or low charges in public colleges 
and universities. But that reluctance also stems from the danger 
that charges may be increased without offs€?lting student financial 
aid; a danger that cannot be avoided. The Commission is well aware 
of the tenuous balance between State -revenues and State expendi- 
tures, a* balance that can be. easily and' suddenly upset: a .flood, * 
an earthquake, or a Mediterranean fruit fly can reverse the best of 
governmental intentions. But the Commission believes that the 
danger can be contained if the Governor and Lelgislature adopt the 
recommendations of this report. . If long-term policies are explicit- 
ly stated, emergency-s^departures can be recognized and plans laid 
for stabilization within those policies. 

Within the broad context of access, narrower but extremely serious 
questions arose. Time was Short for resolving these que^ions, but 
more ojnportant than time, a proper context for ^consideration was, 
-lacking. Two major questions in particular-- (1) "tuition'* and 
appropriate restrictions on the use of student charges, and, (2) the 
University's current use of student charges for student financial 
aid— should not be addressed until the State -has adopted the basic 
policy of protecting access and quality through the use of increased 
student, charges and increased, offsetting. State-funded student 
financial aid. 

_ ^ J ^ 

Prior to ^980-81, State fimding levels allowed the four-year seg- 
ments to charge low-feesT—and-the-di-f-f^rences-among -the- segmental 
charge^ were probably not* enough to have inadvertently diverted 
students because of priceT^However^ recent" rapid increases in/ 
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charges in the yniversity and State University have made it apparent 
that "benign neglect'I of this^rea of State financing is np longer 
possible. With the "^^best of motives , independent s^e^ting and 
adjusting of ^tudeat charges by the segments, compounded by separate 
State consideration* of segmental and Student Aid Commission budgets', 
may generate serious adverse consequences for -historical standards 
of access and educational effectiveness. 

Choices^ must be made, however, and all available choices involve 
tradeoffs •among equally worthy^ options: 'access, excellence, and . 

^equity. The Commission is convinced that there is an overriding 
public interest in continuing and improving existing standards of 
excellence. If charges are not raisjbd,, both access and quality 

'^will be threatened. Those students not turned away ptxtright from 
institutions may be admitted only to/ find overcrowded classes and 
programs. Raising student charges may provide revenues to maintain 
quality , programs , but some students may no longer be able to afford 
the price of admission. 

Raising student charges and allocating sufficient funding for. 
financial aid presents an alternative • th^t provides the revenues 
necessary to continue "fexcellence at the same time that it provides 
^funding to protect students with demonstrlfced financial need from 
the negative effects of charge increases. 'A*dmittedly , the increased 
price will pxfesent- a real psychological barrier for ^ some students 
even, thougli offsetting aid is provided. Nevertheless, sharing 
responsibility thorough higher charges and high financial aid is the 
, least damaging of • the sad assortment of options available. ^ 

The Commission offers its recommendations^ with^^e intentjion that 
they^.be adopted. It must,^ in this conclusion, add cautions that 
must be. heeded regardless of ^adoption of its recommendations.' The 
State and the * segments must take extreme /care wer the 'coming 
months and years^o avoid exacerbating what the Commission sees as 
actual or emerging* threats to access and -exeellence. Among these 
threats: widening the gap in' charges between the Ijpiversity and 
the State University; increasing student^ cfiarges in the absence of 
offsetting 'State- funded student financial aid^ unintended* realloca- 
tion 'of existing student aid irom students attending independent 
colleges and universities to students in\ public institutions /^As 
sound 'as California's postsecondary education system is,^ it is 
still vulnerable^/ , to an inadvertent acgiimu^lation of small, incre- 
mental stresses, ^ t: 

The Commission has. few illusions that its recommendations will mSet 
universal approbation among its many^^and diverse constituents. Yet 
it finds great encouragement in the deliberations of the Advisory 
Committee ^and in the invaluable help that Jdhe Committee provided. . 
Committee members did not always agree with our point of view; an(^ 
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equally often they^^^eriously questioned other members^ opinions. * 
But agree<Dent was reached, the Cofiunission believes, on the major 
issues faced by pos^secondary education. At least of equal impor- 
tance, disagreement^ and conflict over resolution of the issues was 
not allowed to interfere^ith progress- to\*ard timely completion of 
the «port.* 'The Commission believes that this same even-tempered, 
infomed, and conscientious disillusion can^ntinue over thfe trying 
years ahead* The issues are critical; reasonable differences on 
their resolution will continue; and r^olution must take place in a 
changing a^d unpredictable environment. But -all who speak in the 
name of potstsecondary education and its^iatere§ts ^hare a vital 
concern that the issues be resolved. 



\ 
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. . APPENDIX A' 

^* f * 

' • ACK 81 Advisory Coifimittee 



In addition^ to the Commission's own Ad Hoc Committee ;oa ,ACR\. 81 
(identified by asterisks on the inside fropt cover), the r Commission 
established ao A<ivisory Committee consisting of the following 
faculty members-, ^students, ai^d administrators fr^j^^^Efe^ three puMic 
segments of California postsecondary education is well as repre- 
sentatives of the Legislative Analyst, the l)epartment of Finance, 
and the California '^Student Aid Commission: 



. t 



William R. Frazer 
Lyman Glenny 
Gerald Hayward, I 
Michael Johnson 
Arthur Marmaduke, 

Nancy McFadden 

— * ^ * . 

Dale Shimasaki 

« • 

Robert Silverman 
Anita Silvers 
John M.c^mart . 
XaFenus Stance 11 
Ann Terrell 
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University of California 
Systemwide Administration 

University of California 
Faculty Senate 

California Community Colleges 
Chancellor's Office 

University of California 
Student Body President's Council 

California Student* Aid- 
.Commission 

■7 

California State Student 
Associati'on 

Office of the Legislative 
Analyst 

California Community Colleges 
Faculty Senate 

California State University 
Faculty Senate 

California State University 
Systemwide Administration 

Depa^rtjnent of Finance 



California Community Colleges 
Student 'iSovemment Association 



The fD;ilowing observers from independent colleges participated in 
the di'scussions of the AGR 81 Advisory Committee: 

Robert Fuentes ' ' California Association of \ 

Independent College and 
University Students 

Morgan Odell Association qf Independent 

California Colleges and 
Universities 

The Committfee met three times: • (1) on February 22, 1982, to discuss 
consultation with the Conmission staff during the development^ of 
the Conanission's response to ACR 81; (2) on March 16, to review the 
issues related to access and student 'charges whith Commission staff- 
'had identified as central in preparing the response; and (3) on 
April 13, to discuss the Cpmmission's preliminary' analysis, conclu- 
sions,^ and recommendations. 

In addition to providipg<#omments at these meetings, members of the 
Advisory Committee submitted written .comments to the Commission 
-staff regarding the preliminary response, backgroun4 papers, and 
other issues of concern. Members of the Committee also responded 
to a questionnaire from- the Commission staff regarding issues 
related to student charges in otder to focus the Commissionws 
report on issues of greatest conseqvfence. 

* • * 

The written ;conunents of members of the Committee on the final 
report are being compiled and will be distributed po tka approgriate 
legislative committees and* to Advisory Committee members. ,They ^ 
wi,ll be available from th^^Commission as Commission Report 82-21. 




APPENDIX B 
Discussion Papers |and--Eesource Documents 

r 



In order to provide background! Co the members of the ACR 81 Advi-^ 
sory Committee and the Commission's Ad l^ot Committee on' ACR 81, * 
Commission staff developed the following papers on t;opics related 
to financing postsecondaxy education, access*, and student charges 
issues: ^ • ' ' ' ^ * • 

1. Student Fees and Fee Policies in California. 

»- 

2. What happened at the City University of New York in 1976? 

3. Variables Needed to Estimate the Impact ^f Student Charges on^ 
Students and Institutions. ^ 



4. Alternative Policies for Setting Student Charges. 

5. The^I960 Master Plan fois^igher Education in California: Past 
and Present. \ , ^- 

6. The State's Provision of Access: 1960 to the Present. 
^. Finance Policies, Prospects, and Issues. 

These discussion papers are available without charge as Commission 
Report 82-lOrom the Commission offices. 

In addition to these papers, staff relied qn a number of policy and 
analytic papers on the. subjects of student charges, financing 
postsecondary education, and ^tuijent financial aid as ];e^purces in^ 
the development of this report, including: 

Breneman, David W. '^Financing Higher Education: State Issues for 
the 1980s," Paper prepared far a -Regional Conference on Crit- 
yical Choices in Western Higher Education, Denver, Colorado, 
T)ctober 26, 1981- - • 

California Posts econda.ry Education Conunission. The Price of Admis - 
sion : An Assessment of the Impact ' of St.udent Charges on 
Enrollments and Revenues in California Public Higher Educa - 
tion . Commission Report SO-2. Sacramento: The Commission, 

1980. . ' ' ' : ' 

■r . '. ■ ■ • f • : 
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— , determining the Cost of Instruction in Galifornia Public 
Higher Education , Commission Report 80-13. Sacramento: The 
* Commission;^ 1980. * , ' 

I 

— . The Glial lenges Ahead : A Planning Agenda for Calif o rnia Post - 
ge.cpndai!y Education , 1982-1987 . Commission Report 81^25 . 
Sacramento: The Commission, 1981. 

The Challenges Ahead : Issue's in Planning for California 
Postsecondary Education , 1982-1987 . Commission Report 81-26. 
•Sacj:amentof The Commission, 1981. * 

— . Implementation of ^ the California' Community Colleges Course 
Classilidation System . Commission Report 82-T?^ Sacramento: 
The Commission, 1982. 

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. Higher Education: Who 
Pays ? Wha Be^fits? Who Should Pay ? New Yo*rk: McGraw-Hill, 

Carnegie Council on.Po-licy Studies in Higher' Education. Three 
Thousand . Jutures i The Next Twenty Years for Higher Educatibn, 
Final Report of the Carnegie Coiuncil on : Policy Studies in 
' Higher Education . San Frajicisco: Jossey-Bass, 19JB0. 

Kaufman, Norman S., an^ Viehland, Dennis W, Tuition ancj Fees in 
: Public Higher Education in the West , 1981-82, 'Boulder, Colo- 
rado: .Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 
1981. ^ ' ' . . . . > ' 
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APPENDIX C 



Appropriations and EnroUments in California 
PubKc Postsecondary Educatioa, 1979-80 to 1981-82 

Tables 1 and 2 provide the segmental appropriation and enrollment 
figures for 1979-80 to 1981-82 which were used to cirlculat^ the 
base, for setting and adjusting fee levels in ttle public segments as 
proppsed in RecommendatioiW^. Annual enrollment and appropriation 
figures were averaged over these three years, and then average 
appropriations* were divided by average » Enrollments to calculate 
average State support per student for these years. 

• ^ 
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TABLE ,1 

. / • 



ANNUAL STATE GENERAL FUND, PROPERTY TAX, 
AND STUDENT FEE REVENUES SUPPORT FOR PUBLIC 
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 1979-80 to 1981-82 
(millions of dollars) 



General Property Stirdent 
Fund Tax Charges . « Total 



1979-80 



University of * . 
^California • - $ 901,951 * .$ 84,154^.$ 986,105 



CaJLifomia 



State University 814,453 — , 42,000 856,453 

l,297,loj 
$3,139,65| 



^ California 

Community Colleges, 1,002,100 $295,000 — 1,297,10 



1980- 81 

University of • v • . * ' 

California $1,074,584 — $'97,268^ $1,171,852 

- California ' j i , 

State "University 952,052 -f- 44,000° ' 996,052 

V 

California ' • ' ' 

' Community Colleges 1,100,700 $308,000 — • 1,408,700 

$3,576,604 

1981- 82 "/ • • • 

♦ • 

University of 

California $1,098,986 — $121,419^ $1,220,405 

V 

/ California ^ ' . * 

/ • State University 963,453 * 72,000^ 1,0^5,453 

California 

Community Colleges 1,092,300 $405,000 — ■ - 1^497,300 

$3,753,158 



a. Educational Fee and Registration Fee revenues. € 

Includes Student Services tee reveaues used for Student' Services. 

c. IncludQ^ Student Services Fee revenues used for:- Student Services, 
$16.50 -fee increase imposed for Spring 1982, and $46 fee surcharge 
imposed because of .the 2^percent budget reduction in current- year 
budget.- 



TABLE 2 

ANNUAL FULL-TIME-EQUIVALENT (FTE).' 
AND AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE (ADA) 
ENROLLMENT IN CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDliGATION v 
1979-80 to 1981-82 

Cal i form* a Cst] i form* a 

Um*versity of State Community' 

California University Colleges' Total 

JJTE) (FTE) (ADA) 



1975^-80 ' . ^ • 

(actual) 122,761 232i936 670,115 1,025,812 

i 

1980-81 

. (actual) 126,119 239,015 727,768 1 ,,092, 902 



1981-82 , ' ^ . 

(projected) 123,^66 236., 850 745,962 1,106,478 
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PREFACE., t • , .. • 

As the Commission has noted in its report, "Student Charges, Student 
Financial Aid, and Access to Postsecondary Educal:ion," the Advisory 
Committee to this study . contributed significantly to the teport 
through their responses to requests for information, their*active 
participation ii^Bbmmittee meetings, and their candid and construe^ 
tive suggestions about draft materials.. 

At the request of the legislative committees which will neview this 
report, the Commission asked memb'ers of the Advisory Committee th 
submit written oomments on the final ACR 81 report. This volume 
contains all of the responses to that request received by May, 10, 
1982. Those menjbers of the ACR 81 Advisory Committee who submitted 
comments are noted with an asterisk on the following page. 



Hr. Patrick M. Ca 1 tan 
April 30, 1982 
Page 2 • 



'The Commission and its staff should be" comniended for thu 
efficient way in which the ACR B1 'project .has been'unccr- 
taken. In a short time period very sejisiti'ye and sigrificant 
issues have beeii xlealt wlth.^- We are appreciative of the fact, 
that, throughout the process the staff Has been v^ery op^ttr. tb 
suggestions and comments . from' The Calff-ptrnla States Ur^lversi ty^ 
The process has be,fn effective, given the exigencies of the • 
situation. We look"' forv^^rd t© continiring to work' wi th the 
Commission in the sec'ond |.h^se -of the project which will 
address the qu^stion^ the' use of sfudent fee incojue and 
implications to the long-standing principle of tuition-free 
public higher educaHo^" in California. . We will t)e expl-oring 
with your staff In'the coming Jays tho^e steps which rust be 
taken to resolve technical issues inherent In the ifrpleiren- 
tation of the Commission's recoiii:nendations. •> 

' Sincerely', \ 



Chanc<?l lor 



GSD:pg 
ci: 



RECEIVED IttY 5 1982 . 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AN 1) COLLEC^ES 



OFFICE OF THfi CHANCELLOR * * * 

(213) 530 5507 





April 30, |9S2 



Mr, Patrick'M. Callan ... 
Director ' 

Cal Ifornia Postsecondary 

Education Commi ss ion . < ^ 

1020 Twelfth Street 

Sacramento,- California 95814 > . 

* - • • 

Dear Pat: 

/ • . ^ 1 

The Commtsii.on has extended to •interested parties an^Gpr>or- 
tunlty for final consents' on the .Commi ssion report pursuant 
^ , to' ACR 81 > Studen^t Charges » Student F.i nanci a1 At ^ind Access 

to Poftsecondary Education whi ch was aoproved By th^e "CVm^issinn ' 
a,t its April 26, I982*meet1ng. 

We believe the final document and Its recoimpynda^ons ^ e'^pecially 
as they^apply to Th£ Cal If ornia. State UniversUy/provfde a 
useful fi^ame^ork for thfe discussion of student charger. Issues/ 
.by the yegrnental governing boards and the Leglsl atur?? . While" 
no one rs sfe favor of • a'ddl tlonal charges to students if rhey 
can'be avoided^ the current fisca] si tuation -dictates . . . 
need for, very diff-icult decisions. The urgency of t)\Q situ-* 
ation is" forcjefully described 1n the report,. The Commission's 
V stateinert together with the-very well-ddne background corryients 
furnish a much needed exploration of manV^^tfp 
considerations. 



As the Lcgl 5 Vature consTi'ders the Commi ss lon'^ s re^(-orin*<o'"ri3t i ons , 
' we share the <roncern .abcO*? the - imperative n^ed for th^' Siaie 
^to pfovidt? financial aid for th:)se students with fird'-.cial 
heed. should it be necessary to 'l ncrea^e the level o :-ti<'?r!: 
charges^^ It is only through such aciicn that both ac---^-^ 
-vand quality can , be. n^a ^ n ta 1 ned., • " ^ . * 

"in the (s" afiyaxfV 7»^^^^'i TTTe~(r!^cus"s i^ng ii'p 1 rcTyr.^r 
of the C'>Timi ss ion ' s reicnmenco 1 1 ens wilhin Iht^ Calilc^; " 
State l!/^iversity ard viill be f cl low i ng -w i tn "qr^^^ *: ini.c'- 
lecislative' con-s i dt-ra t i cn ih^ Co"^;n i 1 or, ' "err/cr i . 



ERIC 



Director C^lJan 

May 4, 1982 • ' . ' • . . 4 

Page Two ' . ^ . - 

If, in .the short run, the University and the other segments are to move further 
away from the spirit of the Master Plan fee policy, then some guidelines are 
needed. You grasped this point very early on in the debate over fees, access, 
and progranpquatity: — Yourendorsed tfiejoee'd^or a -policy study. That study, and 
in particular the guidelines set forth' at the beginning of Part Two of the Reportj 
will prove very useful in structuring t>ie ongoing discus-Sions, 
") 

We regard the. report as a discussion vThich mtist be viewed in light of the very 
real possibiTity of tuition in the segments. With the large and apparently 
growing shortfalls in revenue confronting the State, the need is even greater to 
move the debate away from* the nonproductive discussion of t.he desirability cm fees 

la p 



toward the essential question of how we can best assure continued access ana program 
quality. With the ACR 81 Report you have made a real contribution here, particularly 
by highlighting the question of program quality. 

Finally, I wish to refer more specifically to two*aspects of the report which 
deserve particular comment. ' " , 

— W,e certainly support your view that the State should provide additional 
aid to cover need created by fee increases. The discussion of other 

' aid-related issues must await completion of the study of the uses of 
fees scheduled for transmission^ to the Legisld4ajre in December 1982, 

— Vital issues have been dealt with in the section on Community College, 
' fees and finance. These are issues which have been debated in the 

LegivSlature in recent years and which will no doubt continue to b6. 
^ Any change in State policy should erttourage and certainly not retard 
' the continued development of a strong transfer function in the Colleges. 

We, are now embarking on internal corisul tations which will serve to clarify^,our 
position* both with respect to fees generally and the ACR Si report specifically. 
YouY appearance before the Regents.' Educational Policy Cpiranittee on May 20 will 
provide a useful exposition of the report for The Regents, faculty and students. 
In adyition, I have instructed my staff to work. closely with the Commission staff 
in modifying various components of the financial aid projections needed for 
implementing the report. Also, we cire prepared to cooperate in discussing details 
(i.e. the calculation Of the base) which are set forth as principles in the report. 

I think you have made a good start. We look forward to working with you on the 
December' follow-up to this report. 

ii . ' Sincerely, . ^ 



cc 



;* ^ - William R. Fraier 

r ^ . ' Academic Vice President 

:: I^igfetrt^ada 
Presidenr Saxon 



Special Assistant Paige 
Professor Oliver Johnson 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION 



«. BERKELEY • DAVIS - IRVINE • LOS ANGELES • RIVERSIDE • SAN DIEGO • SAN FRANCISCO 



Office of the Academic Vice Presi'dent 




SANTA BARBARA • SANTA CRUZ 



BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720 



May 4, 1982 



Patrick M. Call an, Director 
The California Postsecondary 
1020 Twelfth Street 
Sacramento, CA. 95814 



Education Commissiorl 



Dear Pat: 

t ' ' ^ 

In response to your recent request I am writing to set forth some preliminary 
views in connection with the ACR 81 study,* As I think I made very clear throug^hout 
the brief, productive period during which the report was developed, I appreciated 
the open and cooperative work of you and your staff which greatly facilitated 
mutual, efforts. 



our. 



' The repoftv I believe, is one of which the Commission can be proud. You have 
. provided a policy context within which the segments, the. Legits lature and the 
Governor can continue to examine the question of fees and tuition, access and ^ 
financial aid, and functional vitjility and program quality. I think we all can 
now better address hard issues v/hich ideally we would prefer not to confront. 

As you know, pur basic pos.itfon at the University is that we support the policy 
,^r\(i indeed the l-ong tradition of no tuition in public higher education in California, 
The University was instrumental in assuring the reaffirmation of that policy 
in tlie .1960 Master Plan study, just as you. yourself provided a guiding hand. when ^ 
the Legislature reaffirmed the policy in the later review of the Master Plan. 
We believe that fees should be- set as low as possible at all segments of public 
higher education. 

* 

There is little doubt that the current level ©f fees at the University, and to 
a lesser, extent at the California Stat^ University, is far removed from the spirit 
of the Master Plan. As State support for vital programs and services has eroded, 
many budget items have been off-loaded, inappropriately but necessarily, to student 
fee support (financial aid is a major example). In the long run we hope to see 
the Statd assume its historic responsibilities,,^ permlttljig the segments to return 
these fee-supported items to General Fund support. 



ERIC 
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there are 'alternatives to long-rapge mandato'ry 
fee continj?ency« plans . 

(D) We'^would be strongly opposed to ditferentiai fee 
. charges brsed'og either course characteristics, or 
on wnether stuaents are enroliea in an eaucational 
program or taxing courses on an intermittent oasis. ^ 

tc) financial Aid / 

We teel that community , college student financial y 
aia programs are* maaequ^e- ana ill prepared to / 
implement such a massive fin^ncda.l aid pi^ogram / 
increase. ^ ' . ^ / 

In our opinion, this woula create furthur obstacles 
to non-traditional students m determining eligibil- 
ity . . ^ . ; 

> 

In this .recommendation, tnere is no equity in charg- 
ing students; ie. Shoula some sti^ents pay more to 
support .others wno cannot arford fees -vs- state 
support *in lunas receivea by all \citizens? 

Item S.^ Contingen c y Plan i 

Since at least one of these items is likely to pre- 
vail, we feel, that this item is a lacade lor impie-^-^ 
menting tuition/iees; wnile* at the same time attempt- 
ing to refute them. 

/ 

Item 0.1 Reduction in State apportionments 

.We could not support this recommendation, because 
It is our concern, that in order to recover tnis 
^30 million fees ;waula be assessed. ) 

Item 6.2 Communiry College Reserves 

We would not be strongly opposea to, s, one-tame use 
of j-eserves as a methoa of relieving the state's 
buaget problems. » , 

Item 6.3 Imposition of Charges 

_ ' ij .. ^ 

We agree that -charges should not be imposed on com- 
munity college, stuaents and tnat other one-time mea- 
sures should be implemented in J.982-83 to generate 
such savings^ as, needed. / - 

^ . ' \ 

Since we are actively supporting revenue enhancement 
measures, ancf also^ as tne state's financial situat- 
ion is bound^to improve over the next few years, 
students oppose any premature tuition .polic/ proposals 

-6- J " » 




CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CdLLECf 
STUDENT GOVERNMENT ASSOCIATION 



" — — ^ May"6,i9 82-^ 

Mr Patrick Callan, Director.- ' . ° 
Calitornia Post secondary . 

Education Commission - ' ' 

1020 Twelfth Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 ^ 
Dear ^r. Calian, 

As you Icnow, our Association supported 'the concept o£ a stu'dy 
of student f^es and charges in the three segments of public 
Dostsecondary education. We do, however, have some immediate 
concerns regarding the Commission's report to the- Legislature 
^ the study mandated bv Assembly Concurrent Resolution #81. 



Aboi 



jve all, our organization, is dedicated -to preserving the 
(Jpen access policy of community colleges. Our organization . 
has taken the following, positions on the Commission's report: 

Item 5.1 Greatest State Priority * " .• ^ 

(a) In our opinion,' the term "greatest state 

priority" is very vague, and the report does not 
elude to the question of whether the identification 
of non-credit courses eligible for state support 
will be done through course classification or 
arbitrarily bv CPEC or the Legislature. 

•> " 

(b1 We feel 'that this recommendation does not address 
the fact that many of these courses are being ^ ^ 
taught in community colleges at this, time as non- 
crfedit courses. We also feel that this recommenda- 
tion confuses the subjects of revenue support and 
mode of instruction. 

TcJ OuT question'' to this recommendatj^n i'si;-~rf'Xhe "j^^'r. /Trr ^ 
.rity of these courses are being/ar" the *°''\y'^^'^^-Tcr^d 
level fCSU and UCI , why should community col leges Vil'f^J'^ 
, be orevented from receiving' the same method^ of 
, funding? 

Item 5.2 Mand^atory Fee Contingency Plan 

(aj It is our opinion that instruction of students 
should be reviewed based on individual cost, 
rather than, being based on a percentage of all 
student- in the three , segments . >We also feel that 

Central Office . 1025 Ninth Streefe Suite.22^«^Sacramento. CA 95814 • (916) 442-4436 



£3) 



I£ there are any questions concerning the positions 
organization has taken,.^s?lease_feei„free.to contact 
at c916j 442r4436 or 444-07S2. 

/ 



Very Sincerely, 

^^^^^^ 

Rooert A. Giroux 
President CCCSGA 





cc Mar j Oickilison 
.Gerald Haywai^d 
Assemoly ways and Mestns 
sub -commit tee #2 
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centage increase^* in the average cost indexing for all 
' - private California colleges and universities for the pre- 

_vious_^two„or_pjer_h.aps_thr^^ Private colleges should 

not expect^o mike large increases in tuition and then 
-assume the state. will immediately increase the share for 
student need. . , , - ' 

f t- I -\ , ,^ * 

b\ The volUme of stildent aid should not be such that i^-will 
k'ee^ marginal 'qua'^ity institutions in existence- By exces- 
sive ^practices in recruiting, not necessarily in the best 
interest of the students, some institutions have been able 
to get by for some years with, an ever decreasing quality 
and variety of programs. TUe State should avoid this 
outcome. 

Again, my compliments to the Commission and its staff for a^job 
very well done. 



LymaA A. Glenny • 
Faculty Senate Council 
University of California-Berkeley 
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May 3, 1982 



The following are ray comments on ,the ACR 81 Report to the General , 
* Assembly: ^/ • • 

1- The Report reflects alraost all of the ^thoughtful co/nments and 
discussion of the Advisory Committee. It certainly reflects 
the ^'dorainate views and often, takes cognizaace of soraewhat 
divergent views and attitudes. ' •! congratulate the* staff and 
tKe Commission on an excellent report^ produced in«,a rainiraal 
araount of*tirae for such an-iraportant document. 

2. I regret v&ry considerably the inability of the State of Cali- 
fornia" to continue its historical j)ractice of charging students 

.as little^.as possible for their higher education. The' Commis- 
sion, its staff and raost,^if not all, of the Advisory Committee 
share these regrets. I hope the General Asserably will, regard 
Recommendation #lv as a conti^u^d 'goal to be achieved in the 

* near future. Howev,er difficult* it is to return to an bid 
istandard after new ones havte beeit adoi)ted, I would hope this ^ 
State would be reaxiy to go back to no or very low student 
charges. • * ^ ^ . ♦ 

• * ' *" 

3. The basis for establishing the formula ^and range for student 
charges as a peftrc^nt of state appropriations is a very commend- 
able oae'. ^ As one of the^ inventors and impleraentors of the 
"cost of instructioh" raodel for establishing student charges, I 

.V ara well a\^re of its weaknesses, ambiguitij^s and the ability of 
institutions to raanipulate those costs to ja„ considerable degree 
^ in whichever direction appears to their advantagel By using 
appropriations, a ranch raore valid and reliable base can be laid 
and kept. Sorae' campus ^ leaders will object to this raetkod on 
the i^rounds that if the State should lojwer the appropriations 
over two'^or three years,, the institutions would be restricted 
also in the araount that could be obtained from student sources. 
This is ^xf^ctly .as it should be. ' During downturns in the 
econoray, students suffer financial losses as does the whole of 
society and if the yState is unable to raake full appropriations 
it seeras very unlikely that the students can either. The 
ranges 'suggested in the Report are fair ^nd equitable araon^^ 
segments and should not be stretched on the upward end under 
any^ conditions. * « , 

4. In. relation to aid to the private institutions through studellt 
aid, I raake the following two comments: 

#a. The percentage increase -in tuition for purposes of provid- 
ing student aid^ based on need should not exceed the per- a 

) 
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The report also recognizes' that future policy development concerning the ; 
cocamunity colleges is particularly difficult in light oi; the^following reasons : 



"rf ^ Free community college education is a JLong-standing tradition, , 
with roots in the public School' system and is a symbol of the - / 
/ "open door" to postsecondary education. As. a consequence, 
, ^ /„ procedures do not exist to implement a mandatory fee policy or 
to provide adequate financial aid to needy students, r ' 

• Community college students pursue far more diverse academic, 
occupational, and avoq^^tional objectives than do University 4nd 
State ILJniversity students, 

. • Substantial variation exists among districts in the use of state 
funds becduse of differences in local board decisions in meeting 
community educational demands aiM because of the complexity and 
uncertainty in state funding for the coramwnity colleges in / 
recent years. ' • 

The Commission is concerned that State fiscal stringency may force 
the Governors and Legislature^ to impose across-the-board cuts, 
enrollment limits, or new student charges^ithout time for careful 
consideration of the educational. and administratfve implications of < 
these actions," 

We support this conclusion with particular emphasis on the need to allow 
appropriate time for careful consideration of change. 

"1 

We support the recommendation that no-charge practices be continued for students 
enrolled in courses and programs that have greatest state priority. In -support 
of this recommendation, various studies indicate that low-income students, many 
of whom are self-supporting, would be mos.t adversely affected by a general 
student charge, and that**^thes*e students are provided access to postsecondary 
education primarily through the community colleges. It is absolutely vital 
that California continue its commitment to of^^er educational opportunities td 
those students least able» tO pay. . . 



Priorities and Issues Raised by the Report ; ' t ^ ^ 

There are three areas which are of critical concern to the California Community 
Colleges: potential cos t-of -living increases; enrollment growth; and setting 
priorities among programs and students. 

A cos t-of-iliving. increase is essential for-^e^-CaIifoxn:ia^ CommunLty^Colleges. 
JFrom 1977-78 through 1982-83 support for community college average daily 
attendance (AD^) will have increased slightly more than 14^percerit, (an 
average of approximately 3.6% per year). Duiring that same period of time", 
inflation (as measured by, the Consumer ^Price-^Index) will have grown by slightly 
more than 72 percent. That translates into a decline in purchasing power over 
that perio.d. of approximately 30 percent. In other words, each community college 
d^lar is 'worth almost one-third -less than £t was in 1977-78. In considering 
alternatives for dealing with fiscal stringency addressed in the report, thfis 
topic was, of course, cflscussed and it was concluded that a*cost-6f-living 
increase is vital for the continuation of quality programs *and satisfactory 
working conditions. *. ^ \ . . 

-12- ^ X ^ * 
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California POstse^ondary Education Commission 



TO: 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: Comments Regarding Commission Response to ACR 81 



Gerald C. Hayward, Chancellor yjO^ 



( 



It is my purpose to highlight those issues dealt with in the Commission report 
that strike most closely to the hearp of the comprehensive mission 'of the % 
California Cdmmunity Colleges. Rather *than to comment upon each facet of the 
report in detail at this timie, I will deal directly in this re^sponse with those 
issues '{hat I feel are most critical. I will .continue to communicate with the 
members of the Legislature regarding alj. matters addressed iji this report, as 
w6ll as related .areas of concern. 

In response to the report of the Coiaamissidn regarding Assembly Concurrent 
^Resolution 81 the 'following topics will be addressed: 

1. The quality and conceptual context of the report. , 

2. Hie basic assumptions underlying the report. 

3. Community college priorities and issues raised by the report. 

4. Comments on Recommendations 5 and 6 of the report, 

^ 5. Summary. u ' 

Quality and Conceptual Context ; 



The Commission is to be commended for its recognition that access and excellence 
have been, and must continue to be^ the primary goals of state policy regarding 
postsecondary eciucation. The conceptual context of the repprt is' educationally 
sound. Careful consideration has been given to the notion that access, high 
quality, and equitable student charges are concepts which must be carefully 
provided for, particularly in light of fiscal stringency, 
« ^ ^ 

Basic Assumptions Underlying the Report Regarding Community Colleges : ' . 

e report states cleatly that the Board of Governors of the California 
lommunity Colleges serve as the apprppriate decisionmaking body in matters 
that deal with policy issues affecting access^ and excellence. Thi3 assximption 
is critical to the future role of the commui|dty colleges as it places the . 
responsibility for careful scrutiny and consideration o| complex educational 
choices with the appropriate body which can give due considei^ation to fiscal 
c oncems . ' * - ^ 
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6.1 ^ State apportionments should be reduced b^ approximately $30 million to 
reflect expected savings from implementation of Recommendatjoh 5.Y. 

Response : The report acknowledgea in Recommendation 6.1 theXclear relationship 
^between Recommendations 5. 1 and 6.1./ This response will address both recommenda- 
tions and the Interaction between the two. 

The California Community Colleges will have difficulty continuing to provide 
access and excellence if additional cuts are made in 1982-83. If the fiscal 
^situation is such that further cutbacks become necessary, then the most realistic 
and educationally sound means jnust be to allow the Board of Governors and the 
Chancellor's Office the broadest discretion possible in considering .captions. 
We urge th6 Legislature to adopY policy that will be least disruptive* to the 
comprehensive nature of the compmanity' colleges and will allow for the considera-^ 
tion of local district-by-district impact of change. This is ^achieved only by 
rejecting Recommendations 5.1 and 6.1, which run ♦contrary to such policy. If 
short-term decisions must be made, ^hey are m6st appropriately left to .the 
discretion of the Board of Govelrnors and the Chancellor's Office. We recommend 
then that Recommendation 5.1 be included in Recommendation 5.2.VThe nature of 
5.1*is such ^that considerations of this kind are as important anS^equire at 
least as muc^ careful attention as "do the topics listed in 5.2. The complexities 
of determining those courses with the greates't state priority dictate that the 
ideas recommended in 5.1 be considered as part of the "confing^cy plan," as ^ 
specified in 5.2. In addition, \/e do not find it appropriate that, a specific 
amount of revenue be attached to a recommenda^'on in response to ACR 81. 

Again, the complexities of the issue and the difficulty of assessing the local 
Impact make the administration of this recommendation irresponsible without 
further cojasideration and t^e amount specified unreliable. 

5.2 To assure that stude^nt support of Community Colleges falls within the 
policies outlined in Recommendation 5^ the y jiegislature should direct the Board 
of Governors to estabTish a cotfl^ingency plan for implementing sl statewide charge 
policy for , the Community Colleges . rT^is plan should be prepared by December 1, 
- 1982 . should incorporate procedures (1) to ii3(iplement charges that are not 
permissive among districts , and (2) to distribute related financial ■ aid ^ and 
shoul.d include recommendat ions on at least the following; 

a. The structure of charges , including differentials for - part -time students 

and adjustment of the level of charges according to the 
:ess recomm^fldid for the University and State University 




b. Differential charges based on either course characteristics , or on whether 

students are enrolled in an educational program or taking courses on an 

intermittent basis. 

■ ..■ ■ ■■■-I III N 

c. The structure and funding level of student financial aid programs to offset 
the adverse impact of student charges and specifically to assure that at 
least those students' ^ who currently receive aid from need-based public 
assistance programs such as AFDC , SSI , SSP, or who meet the qualifications 
for EOPS are exempted from charges either through waivers or fimn cial aid 
offsets. 
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Pressures for eprollment growth continue to accelerate in the community colleges; 
In light of increased demands for transfer education (x^ich may increase even 
more as fees are raised in other s^e^ents and as student financial aid declines) 
and vocational education (in particular response to high technology skill needs), 
pressure for enrollment growth will continue. A'dditionai pressure is caused by 
the continuing^ influx of refugee students. Pressure for growth in the community' 
colleges has always been present durdng times of a depressed economy and high 
unemployment. Access has, in fact, been already limited for significant numbers 
of students. To postulate that a policy of no enrollment growth is an option 
for dealing with fiscal stringency is unacceptable. Enrollment grpwth is an 
educationally s,oun4 goal and is appropriate in its responsiveness to the 'greatest 
public and state benefit. 

In diversified, locally governed districts perhaps most difficult of all is the 
concept that stat^ priorities may^need to be established among programs and the 
academic intentions of students. We are pleased to see the Commission has 
recognized in its report that' diversity among community college districts and 
among the students attending community colleges. Surel^y policy decisions of 
this nai^ure are appropriately placed -with the Bo«rd of^ Governors. 



In times of severe fiscal constraint, state and local Agencies are^ faced with a 
series of unpleasant alternatives. The idea that, given limited state resources, 
state subsidies should be given to those courses and programs^hich have the 
greatest state priprity is not unreasonable. However, the complexities involved 
in determining which courses or programs^ ought^^o have the greatest state 
priority requires time and careful consideration by Board'^^f Governors and the 
Chancellor's Office in consultation with community college districts> Given 
the div^sity of community college offerings among districts^i careful attention 
must ia^B paid to the differential impact on individual districts.' In fhis vein, 
ityts not educationally acceptable ^to single out disci^^Anes within the 

irriculumo (f or example, P.E. and fine and appliedyaCr^)^a^s having a lower 
priority for state funding. Determinijjg student intention is also extremely 
complex, costly, and difficult to administer. While recognizing the complexities 
which attend these tasks ,« we agree with the ^Commission' s recommendation that this 
is preferable to the establishment of a, statewide mandatory fee. 

Recbrmnendations 5 and 6 : 

RgCOMMENDATION S . The ^tate should establish explicit policies to assure .a 
combination of State and student support of Community . College programs that , 
to the extent possible , continue existing ncf-charge practices for students 
entailed in courses and pro-ams that have greatest State priority . 

Response ; Support^ ^ 

5.1 To assure that only those programs or courses that have greatest State 
priority are subsidized by the State and to assure equitable support rates for 
similar courses is different district's, the Leeislature should direct tlig Board 
^ Governors tfi develop Title reeulations ; fa) Identifying PQiy^yg^lt; courses 
eligible for Jitatfi su pfport : fb) applying i uniform support rate pj $1,100 per 
AQA for all courses in - ^adult basic education^ high school diploma programs , 
English as a second language, citizenship, and community education; and (c) ^ 
determining which avocational, recreational, and personal deve lopment courses 
*sijould be offered as community services classes on a self^'supported basis . 

" ' . -13- * . 
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Response : We oppose a sta tewld^ charge on comnjixnity college students. We oppose 
this recommendation' as Lr^\ms ^cobferary to the Commission stateraenf: "The 
Commission is concemeq that State^iscal stringency may force the Governor and 
Legislat;(ire to impose across-the-board' Cuts, enrollment Limits,, or new student^ 
charges without time for careful consideration of the. educational and adminis- 
trative implications .of .these actj 



In addition, this re'commendatrion runs cdx^rary to the purpose of ACR 81, which 
calls for reasoned policy rather than emergency measures in times of fiscal 
Stringency. . ' 

de- ' * 

^ I 

Summary : ^ 

\ 

The Coinnission' s report provides a useful tool to help the postsecondary 
educational community and the Legislature begin the development of a mcyre 
orderly process of establishing public policy for student charges. Within 
that context, I'd like to reemphasize* in stmmiary, our primary points. 

1. We agree with the Commission that no general statewide* student 
charge should be imposed 'on the community colleges in 1982-83. 

\ ' ; . V " 

2. We agree that no consideration of 'a mandatory statewide student 
charge shouW be made until the Board of Governors has developed 
a comprehensive contingency plan. 

3. We do not believe that the community colleges, currer\tly facing 
local, arid, statewide deficits , ^ should suffer additional furmng 

^ reductions* 

4. We^believe tl^at it is .inappropriate fpr the Commission to recommend 
specific (potential) dollar reductions to'comraunity college 
apportionments* 

5h We are convinced that if reductions to-community college^appoftion- 
ments should be, required in 1982-83, autho^ftj^ shpuld'be given to the 
Chancellor and the Board of Governors to manage such reductions in/ 
cooperation with local districts. 

GCH/mh * ' / 

cc: Patrick Ca^Jan ^ 
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d. The relationship between revenues raised by student charges and Community 
• Colleges financing mechanisms . ^ * ^ . . 



Response : The recommendation appears' tOvbe sound. In the adoption of the 
recommendation, irtiming may heed to be more flexibj.e than indicated as state- 
and local level participation are necessary if the resulting plan is to be 
realistically applied. Consistent with the'^thrust of the recomm^ildation, t^he 
Bo^rd of Governors has begun to address some of tliese issues through- the Long- 
'term Finance Plan, the Course Classification System, and adoption of the Grading 
Policy, as well as other related actions. The Board will contiruxe to address 
these and other issues, . ' 

5.3 The contingency'^plan^ for a statewide fee policy recommended in 5^2 above 
* should be implemented ij£ 1983--84 or thereafter only if the State is unable 
(a) to replace one^'time revenues use ^ in 1982-83 or thereafter to offset 
budget reductions for the Community ^ Colleges . ^hl to maintain existing UveXs. 
of revenue per ADA in constant dollars, or (c) to fund reasonable enrolTiderit 
growth in courses or programs that have State priority . 

, Response ; The greater the amount of one-time revenues, the greater tljp likeli- 
hood that there will be no othef alternative to the implementation of a statewide 
• fee policy* We would argue that^the use of one-time sources of revenue to fund 
on-going obligations is not good public policy*. We, therefore, urge th^ 
'Legislature to minimize to the extent possible th? nise' of one-time tSoSey: 

RECOMMENDAflON 6. If the Legislature requires adjustment to Community - College 
apportionments to generate savings to the State General Fund in 1982-83 and to 
avoid implementation of a permanent statewide fee . policy in 1982^83 : 

6.2 State apportionments should be reduced by approximately $50 millipn as a 
one-tlnje offset to be taken from district reserves under reeulatioi^K to be 
developed by the Board of Governors . ■ , » ^ i 

Response: This r'ec'olranendatidn deals/with a fiscal , strategy rather than 
presenting a policy thrust ^nd go^s beyond the specific charge of ACR 81. 
While we recognize that there may be a negative 'fiscal impact on community 
college funding in 1982-83, we fi'nd it inappropriate for the Commission to ' 
recommend specif i^^^^ of spurc^or amounts for potential revenue savings. As. 
stated earlier by b^fcn the Commission and in the Chancellor's Offic*e respc^nse, 
Che*" diversity , among districts, students, and programs discouMges simple answers. 
If additional savings are to be made through adjustments in^^the community college 
- j^apppi:t;ionments, the amount should be specified by the Legislature and a procedure 
implemented by BoarS of Governors and the Chancellor • 

•6.3 The Legislature should not impost a. charge on Community College students in 
1982^83 unless required budgetary savings are greater than t^hose achieved under 
^ thi a ^ r ecommeutatipn , An interim charge ' should he considered only as an Anerg&ncy 
' ' alternative tor impaTr i"ng~acce s s to , ££ the effectiveness of , coursSs and programs 
of high State priority , and provisions for them^ should (a) assure that the State 
provide o^setting financial aid or waivers for students receiving need.-^based 
publi!c assistance to be distributed according to criteria established b y the 
Board of Governors, be uniform stat;ewide r^ not%T»ermissive among districts , • 
and (c) differentiate between full-time ^nd part-time students . . 
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makes the recipient overqualif led and overspecialized for pon-acadanic 
enployment^ i^ suits hint, for an academic career at less than private 
sec^i: wages. Ihe- jxastification of consistency With /other' states' has 
been correcftly rejected as a "factor in^other pro^x>sai^^ yet oddly' remains 
'here. SC miist conclude that the retnaimhg /justification, roiiiimai iitpact on 
Qi2X>;L2ita;rts, is the driving-one. It is hard to believe that a 38 to 87 . 
percent xJacEease iri fees will have minimal iirpact. Especially since 70 
percent of all postbaccalaxareate' students now receive finaiicial'aid, 50 
percent of vMch is loans. Even if the iirpact were minimal this- proposal 
is inequitable since it visits' a sudden and disproportionate fee increase 
upxi a population witiiout fiscal reserves after the f inanpial aid 
application deadlines have passed. - 

Xt IS clear that 'adequate financial aid is pa?3raount, as^the 
Ccnmission stresses throu^ut 'its proposals. The recent practice of ^ 
-unallocated reductions- to the Universxty of California's budget with 
the e5)ectation that student fees will make xsp the difference has been ' 
extremely pernicious. ^ Since student fees generate 15 percent of under- 
graduate and 30 percent of graduate financial aid, fee levels must be 
raised proportionately highi^ to ootpensate for those unable to° pay • 
the increase or else "financial aid must be watered down. In 1980--81 
and 1981-82 rationing 'of financial aid was necessary* Ihis^ trend must 
stop. The recent outcry in Washington shows strong si^iport for stident 
financial .aid in the electorate. ^ ^/ -^"^ . 

The brevity of this document attests to the fact that I am in 
general agreement with the Ccranassion's report. It would be a tragedy 
if, in the press to de^ W2?th the State's fiscal crisis, the guidance 
this stody provides were overlooked. In this I believe all the members 
of the Advisory and M Hoc Gcrtmittees would concur. 
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In the past two and' a half months the California Postsecondary 
Education CaimissiOT ha& iranaged the^extr aord i nary task of Examining the 
iirpact of student charges on access to public postsecondary edxjcation in 
Califpmia. The Ccmriission, in this short tdine, has. arrived at a set of 
feasible yet remarl^gbly equitable proposals in ttk face of the disparatie 
interests represented in this issue.* . As the University of California 
student manber of .this project's Advisory flConmittee I thank the Ccnrnission's 
M Eoc CcmtiLttee members for their openess to discussion' and suggestions, 
and for this opportunity to provide ny perspecti^je on the CoitntLssion's^. 
reccnrnendations. ' ^ ' 

The Connission has correctly identified uncertainty .about the 

level of fees as a irajor hurdle faced by students planning their • 

education. Marking student chaorges 'a fixed percentage of the ^verag^ 

of the state's previous three years of allocations introduces a needed 

stability to the process of determiniiig fee levels. It also explicitly ' | 

^ reooqnizes the fact that higher education is a partnership 'between the 1 

state and the student and that sudden changes in the conditions of. that 

partnership are a disservice to iooth parties . 

*• '* - ♦ 

Such a sudden change is possible 'in 1982-83. The Legislature can, 

by. choosing the fixed percentage to be 45 percent, institute tuH;ion at the 

University of Califonxia. ThU 35 percent increase in fees, would be a 

break .with tradition cbnparabl^ with that of initiating a student charge 

policy at the Ccitinunity^^lleges. ^ I suggest that the decision on^ 

whether to iirplement txiition be deferred -until 1983 aloi^ with the 

Ocnndssion's reoonnended deferral of the decisK)n on Coninunity College 

student charges. Given i±B gravity of both issues, it would be lanfair 

to allow tuition riext yeair sinply because it would be easier to iirplem^nt. 

Another proposal that constitutes, in my opinion, an unwarranted 
sudden change is the suggestion that postbafcx:alaur_^te_st^deDts_pay_2(L^ 



30 percent itore than imdergraduates . I find the justifications for this ' 
proposal flawed. The >Ccninission suggests that this would relect the higher 
cost of these .programs. * Such an argument is valid only if students pay 
for instruction whicii they now do not. Since the Catmission suggests "de- 
ferring discussion of i±p "appropriate use of student charges,^ surel^^Nj^ 
possible iirplonentation of this proposal must await the outcon^ of such * 
a discussion.. Greater personal benefits to the student are also cited 
as • justification.- With few exceptions ^saoch belief its are intellectual 
rather than monetary. specialization required** for an advanced degree 

(U ' T 
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May 5, 1982" 



In a climate of stringent financial* re'Straints there is 
unlikely to be a realistic solution t^hat pleases everyone. 
Because the CPEC report proposes changes in the status guo, 
it will provoke some discomfort .^nd* suspicion. The vcryFact 
that it proposes a relatively uniform approach for all three 
segments may appear to^ be a disturbing departure from current 
practice. Nevertheless, the report resulted from a process of* 
consultation inv^olving students, faculty, and cidministrators' * 
5rom all three segnfents* /We had the opportunity to consider 
the full impact of the recommendatibne on the educational 
process it) each segment and to con'sider how the recommendations 
will affect t'he- transfer process from one segment to an<^ther. 
We think tha,t the effect of the proposals have been weighed" ' 
responsibly in the report. We hope ,you will accept the report 
as a commendable first, step towards addressing thcfproblems of^ 
financing higher education, 

■ • A^. * 

Sincerely, 




Robert D. Kully, Chafr- 
Academic Senate CSU 



RDK/jsm 



cc: Pat Callan^ 

Members, Executive -Committee 

Academic Senate CSU 
Members, Ways and Means Subcommittee 

#2 on Education 



^ 
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May 5, J,982 ^ 



Tbe Honorable Ga?:y Hart 

Member of '^the Assembly and . - * 

Chsairman , , Ways and Means Subcommittee , , 

12 c5n Educatjy^on 
State Capitol 

Sacramento, California^ 95^814 ^ ^ ' * 

Dear Assemblyman Hart: 

Sche<iuled conflicts will prevent iany representative of 
the Academic Senate of. The California State University from 
being present on May 11th when the Ways 'and Means Sub- 
committee #2 ,on Education cqpsiders the California Post- ^ 
secondary Education Commission Report on Student Charges ^ 
Student Financial Aid and Access^to Postsecondary Education . 
I am writing to you on* be ha J. f of the Academic Senate CSU to 
indicate th^t we believe the proposals outlined in the CPEC 
report deserve your .elope consideration and support. At the 
;initiation of the advisory committee proce^Ts which helped 
develop tljis report in response to the charge contained in • 
ACR we were con^cerned that the complexity of- £he issue 
and the brief time ^before the reporjt was due mighfe-^sult in 
superficial recommendations. Now that the advisory process 
is complete, we are gratified to observe'that the report 
offers an informed ' and realistic approach for determining how 
much student charges and how' much the Generar .Fund should 
contribu te_to postsecondary education/ 

As you are ^ware, there has been a-^tendency irr each year's 
budget deliberations to accept ad -hoc resolutions about how 
much 'students shpuld contribute to the financial support, of 
their education. We think t±tese budget decisions ought to be 
based on systematic application of state policy, which not 
only reflect existing fiscal constraints, but which alsp are 
sensitive' to several* other essential factor^. The CPEC' report 
describes these fact^prs. and points out what considerations 
must be made if we* are to*^deal with our financial problems • 
without destrpying access to effective postsecondary education 
in. California. 
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May 7, 1982 



Mr. Patrick M. Callan - . . - 
Director 

California Postsecondary Education Coiranission 
1020 Twelfth Street 
Sacramento, CA. 95814 



Dear Pat, 

In proposing Assembly Concurrent Resolution 81, the 
Student leadership had little idea of the outcome of a 
Study that includes such pervasive.questions as those- 
addressed in the^ Commissi on' s^^ Repefrt on Student Charges , 
Student Financial Aid and Access to Postsecondary 
Education . 

However, the stiidents were compelled to pose those 
questions after recognizing that the problems with ^ 
fee increases fvent beyond the dollar amount. The 
ad hoc and erratic timing of fee hikes, the process 
of setting fee levels based on purfely budgetary 
considerations arid the increasingly evident erosion, 
of educational quality all caused dissatisfaction 
among the students with fee practices following . 
Proposition 13. - 

^ 0 

Upon reviewing the Commission's response .to ACR- 81 , 
it is clear that these .concerns were greatly considered 
in the formulation of your policy recommendations.^ In . 
general, the C/ommission has provided a sound set of 
ideas for solving the problems inherent in preserving 
an accessible educational system of .excellence during 
a time of limited Sta*te resources. .v 

AbQve all, the CSU students believe that California 
should reaffirm its committment to low cost, quality 
postsecondary education, withstanding the state's , 
fiscaT pressures. We agree that the goals of access 
and excellence are equally important and one should 
.not be sacrificed' for the sake of -the other. A 
mediocre university with open dodrs is just as bad as 

/ 
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Mr. "Patrick M. 
May 7, 1982 . 



Call an 



an excellent university with economic barriers* 

When choices are unavoidable, modest fee increases accompanied by 
an equitable and adequate financial aid program are reluctantly 
preferable^. It must be emphasized .that CSiJ students are gravely 
concerned that the inextricable link between fee increases and 
financial aid not be denied. 

We are not yet convinced that the Commission's recommended process- 
for determining fee levels for CSU represents the best option for 
assessing student charges and hope that this recommendation generates 
thorough discussion. Two features of the recommenqted calculation 
method are attractive: (1) It sets a ceiling of fefes, although it 
should be noted that the upper limit results in a substantial fee 
incr^se; and (2) It has the potential of providing stability over 
time. We do believe that the inclusion of fee differentials* for 
undergraduate/grad«ate students and part-time/ full -time students 
is equitable. 

'Recognizing the far reaching implications of the Commission's 
recommendations, we will continue to be involved in the discussions 
regarding student fees and access, both at the statewide level and 
the system level, where implementation decisions can, at times, be 
more significant than basic policy decisions. We also look forward 
to participating in the upcoming study of the use of fee revenue. 

Recognizing th^ difficult decisions that will be^made in the upcoming 

that 
les 

- J. « . ^^r- '.w.. w,, the 

very least, provides the framework for deciding that course. 




Sincerely, 



Nancy E.^McFaddeVi 
Legislative Director^ 



cc: Mr. BilT Klein 
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Robert Silverman, Academic Senate 



by 
lan, 

for California Community Colleges and member of J^he ACR-81 Advisory Committee 



May 3, 1982 



state support Hhich'do not fal^l into-fha highest priority cat-6gi3rl«s of >he 
colleges. Through the applicatioQ of the Course classification system by the 
Board of Governors oand the Chancellor's Office- I n 'assocl at Ion w Lth the Academic 
Senate, the system is doing just that.^ One area of concern that Is mentioned in 
the report Is physical education. It Is noted that physical education 
represents about 9 percent of the total work load |n community colleges. 
Probably*75 percent of the physical e'ducation offering I s^es'sent lal to transfer 
programs and is parallel^ to courses offered in the UC and CSUC 'systems, and 
therefore deserves s,tate support. The remalaing 25 percent should be moved into 
the community services classification and be paid for by the student. 

The other concept that ought to be/ examined before increasing student fees 
involves the identification of students who may be avo,cational or enrol led for 
life enrichment motives. Their fees sh6uld be Increased IV order that open-* 
access to high priority students enrolled in the high priority programs can be' 
preserved. Jhe plan proposed by the Commission to encourage the Board of 
Governors^to explore these two areas through a future study. i s an excellent Idea 
and is an absolutely necessary prerequisite to Imposing a student cItwKje on all 
students. Such a study may Indeed recommend that fees be charged for tertain 
classes and certain student categories so that students wiVh defined motives who 
are taking courses In transfer, job skills training and developmental prograpis" 
o6f the colleges can receive state support. 

' - / 

The second assumption Is that the avallablity of state resources and the public 
commlfment to community colleges will remain at today's levels. Hopef u I I y,_ 
levels of state tunding wi-l I instead increase in the future.* Through such 
possibilities as an end to the present recession new revenue sources or 
increased taxes general student fee changes may not need to be as drastic or as 



general 

permanent as the^iBi^mendat ions suggest; 

A third Assumption that was used in the preparation of the Commissipn's report 
was thaf federal student aid would remain stable. However, all Indications ar^ 
that federal student ai^ will actually decrease^and that Increased portions or!| 
any fees col lected wll I as a result have tc be used for state studgnt aid. 

*• 

The Comrnlssion recommended that the Board of^Governors study and prepare 
contingency plans during the 1982-83 year for possible implementation' In 1983-84 
[s^ a positJye and reasonable approach* However, the present co/ndltlons in the 
state m'lnTmize the chances for that study to occur before a financial solution 
Involving the imposing of fees may be impPemented. Recommendation 6 In the 
ACR-81 report states that $30 mFI lion can be obtained from two sources wlth.in 
the community colleges to sojve the financial crisfs for 1982*-83. But that if 
this money is not available or Is not enough, then a general fee should i>e 
imposed on ail' student^ ^-1 submit that the SSO^miiUpn is not reasonably 
available from the sources' ment I oned • The tjme needed to frame an improved 
course classification system would ensure that the process could not be ^ 
activated before spring, 1983, thereby reducing by one-hahf the amount of money 
saved. For colleges losing courses from thelr^credlt offerings, target ADA- 
levels must be reduced so tt\at new credt't courses need not be added to achieve 
ADA goals. The reserves rnay not be legally or politically accessible In the 
quantities anticipated in fhe commission's report. Under. this recornmendat Ipn , a 
general. .fee seems Inevitable. Therefor^, other alternative saving measure 
should be explored by the Board of Governors to ensure a deliberate process 
during 1982-83 and to minimize the pos.slbllity of a uniform fee for next ye^r. 
Here are several ideas which ought to be Investigated further: 
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The report titled Student Charges, Student Financial Aid and Access to 
Postsec'ondary Educatlo'h prepared by the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission at the direction of Assembly concurrent resolution 81 proposes 
radical changes for the Cal I fornla Commun ity Colleges. .1 am the faculty 
representative appointed by the A^demic Senate fop California Community 
Colleges, to the advi.sory committee for 'this study.. In this paper, I am 
registering my concerns about recommendations 5 and 6 in this report, under the 
heading Policies for the Community Colleges and in particular, my opposition to 
any imposition of a general fee on all community college students at this time. 

The Cal ifornia Postsecondary Education Commission w^s responsive to comments and 
suggestions madg by the advisory group in*preparing this, study. However, the 
final recommendations went far beyond the charge of the Assembly which was to * 
"study the impact of student- charges- op acces^ to pub-lie postsecondary * 
education" In California. Speci f ic 'do I lar amounts to be realised by a 
reexamination of course classification and reducing state apportionment to 
d i stricts w I th ava i lab le reserves as stated i n' recommendat ion six seem outside 
the boundaries of this charge. 

The public social good fnust be remembered In this time of shrinking fund's,.to 
support postsecondary education. Public resources should be maintained to 
support the high p'Piority students (i.e., disadvantaged, minority, women an'd 
unskilled) of .the state. Currently, the community jol leges enroll 28 percent 
minority, 55 percent ^f^ma I e and 46 percent students with income below*$/2,000 
per year (Chancellor's Office, 1981). It has been shown by the Chancellor's 
Office study in December, 1981,, and the New York Ci tyMJn i vers ity experience. 
.(OPEC, 1982) that any uniform nor>permissive fee would necessarMy, be ' , 
substantial, since the fee would/need to be used to increase student ^Id and to 
offset th^ cost of co1 lection as' wei I as to increase revenues of the col leges. 
This level of fee would then become a barrier to access to postsecondary.. 
education for high priority students. Therefore, a no f^S poNcy -shoul d bS 
maintained in programs which have the greatest social good. Any -charge imposed 
has the potential of becoming permanent and forcing the California (immunity ' 
Colleges into the nationwide trend of increasing fees. Reducing access o^f h4gh 
pr iority* students by high prhority programs will have an adverse affect on th? 
future of Cal ifornia Community Colleges. Between 19^4 and 1977, "public -y 
community college tuition and fees were .increased by 2? 1 ^percent in comparison 
to 155 percent, and 175 percent for public universities and other four year 
colleges, respectiveTy (Nelson, 1979)., * ^ ^ * 

W^en 'f^es rise in the private,- UC and CSUC segments of. postsecondary education, 
students who arewexcluded because of low resources'^ap attend another segment of 
the ^stem. Students who are excluded^ from the community col leges* by ttlgher . 
fe<BS and possibly tuition have no other segment to turn to and are essential ly 
denied access to postsecondary education. Thus free education fochlgt] priority 
students ^In the community colleges should be continued. \^ ^ ^\ 

In the (^mmlssio.n * s report, there are three assumpt ions *^/rfh Ich shou I d be examined 
when d Iscussing the imposition of fees. The first assumpt ion is that 
^justments. among quaUty, access, and chargejs' are the only way to -jcompensate 
for changing availability of state support. Jt is •an over-simpT i f leaf ion to 
assume access should be equal for al I and charges should -be 'raised to.maini^^J^ 
quality. Two important concepts ought to be explored before raisi^ng s^dent 
charges. First, itMs reasonable in, times of econom,1c concerns for tb© * * 
community college sys*^ei/n to examine course offerings and el inflnate cojurseS from 
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• 1. Slow the rate arwhich funds are apportioned to districtsr 

2. Reconsider aid td lar^e and smai I districts. 
•3. Examjne apportionment levels for education services contracted with 
agencies outside the coNegjg'. ' ^ 
^ 4. Cons ider-an- audit program wi«tfr- an' appropriate fee attached. 

5. Explore other categorica I .fees which may-include reg i stra'tioTi fees, 
drop fe^s and a fe&»for enrolling in a course frqm which the stiJdent 
has withdrawn prevjously*. * 

In summary, the report from the Commission is a responsible approach 'to the / 
Assembly resolution which i d^nt i f i es. many concepts yhich the Board of 'Governors 
should continue to study now and others which sho'uM be^o'nsider^ in the near ' 
futuce. However, any uniform, nonpermissi ve ^fee appjied to the community 
col ege students shoul.d be avoidetd -to preserve the social benefit of an educated' * 
public in Cal ifornia. , * ' 
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ERIC . ' ' * * . • ^ • • 



The California PbstseGondar-y Educatibn ConSmission 
created by the Legislature 3nd the Governor in* 
1574 as the successor to the California Coordi- 
nating : Council for Higher Education in ori&r to 
cdordinat^ and plan for education in Ca'lifornia 
beyond hPl|fe school. - As a state agency, the Com- 
mission ^i| responsible for assuring that the 
Staters resources foe postsecondary education are- 
utitized effectively, and efficiently; for promot- 
ing diversity, innovation', and '^'responsiveness to 
the needs of 'students and society; and , for 
idvising' the Legislature apd. the Governor cjp 
(statewide educational policy and funding. 

The' Coihraission cotisists of 15 members. Nine rep- 
refsent the^^ general 'public, .^th ' threq. each'' 
appointed by the Speakei: of : the , Assembly, .the 
9i2nate Rules Committee, * and the fioyernor. -^^ The^ 
other six represent the m^jor educationarj^systems 
of the State. ^ * , ' ^ 

The Commssion h,olds ' regular" public meetings' 
throughout the year: at which it .takes action on 
staff studies' and adopts pg^itions on legislative 
pr6]^os^ls affecting postseconijary education. Fur- 
ther information* abou€ the Coniraission, its 
meetings, its^s'taf f^, and its other publications 
may be obtained from the ConunissijQn offices at 
1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, Calif^'ni3*985l4; 
•telephone (916) 445-7933. " ' . 
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Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 81- 
student charges. ^ 



-Relative to 



, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEl.'S DIGEST 

ACR'81,Hart. Stud^ilt charges. 

This measure would irect the California 
PostsecondaiV Education Commission to conduct a study 
of the impact of student charges upon access to public 
postsecondary education and present • its 
Recommendations lo the Governor and the Legislature 
by May 1, 1982. 

AVHlfiREAS, The State of Califomia^Iias a long-standing 
history of tiiition^ee, low-cost public postsecondary 
' education; and ♦ 

r^^^EREAS, Severe ^ state budget constraints 
• ^^necessitate an exam^tion of public postsecondary 
f school finance, including student fees and tuition; and 
'^W^ WHEREAS, There exists no comprehensive state 
policy concerning the appropriate use of student fees and 
tuition;^^ow, therefore, be it 

Besolv^ by the Assembly of the State of California, the 
Senate thereof concurring, That the California 
Postsecondary Education Cbnmiission conduct a study of 
the impact of - student charges on access to public 
postsecondary education; and be it further 

Resolved, That the sfudy include recommendations for 
state policy, on these lopics and others relevant to the 
discussion of student charges, including: • 

(1) The appropriate relationship between individual 
and {)ublic levels of financial support for Postsecondary 
education. 

^ (2) Which -costs of university operations are 

" , appropriately borne by students, and the proportion of 
the expenditures for these 'operations that should be 
'financed by student charges. 

(3) ^The impact of student charges upon each public 
postsecondary segnient's ability to realize its role and 
mission " in the California Master Plan for Higher 
Education. 

(4) The appropriate distribution of student Bnancial 
aid among all needy California postsecondary students; 

» and be it further 

^ Resolved, That the California Postsecondary Education 

Commission .conduct this study with the advice and 
participation of: ai;* student From each public 
postsecondary segment^ appointed by the appropriate 
student organization; a representative from the 
administration of each of the segments, appointed by the 
chief executive of each of the segments; a faculty 
representative from'^ach of the public postsecondary 
segments, appointed by the faculty governing body of 
jeach of thesegments; and a repre^ntative each from the 
Legislative-Analyst, the Department of Finance, and the • 
CaUforxiia Student Aid Commission; and be it further 

Resolved,T]:isLt the study be presented to the Governor 
and the Legislature by May 1; 19jS2. 
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